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Abstract 
Standardised high-stakes tests have become entrenched in modern education systems 
worldwide. With tests results linked to funding and accountability, teacher attitudes towards 
testing may be an implicating factor in determining the success or failure of students and 
schools. This study used Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour to examine how teacher 
attitudes towards the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) 
affect reported engagement with the testing process. The study also examined teacher accounts 
of the relationship between their school’s social control context and these attitudes, using 
Bernstein’s Code Theory. 
This study used a mixed method approach, using a questionnaire consisting of both Likert-
type items and open-ended questions. Likert-type items were based on the work of Pierce and 
Chick (2011), adapting the Theory of Planned Behaviour of Icek Ajzen (1991). Open ended 
questions drew from Bernstein’s (1991) Code Theory. Participants in this study were English 
teachers from secondary schools in Queensland, Australia and were commenting specifically 
on the compulsory national literacy assessment for students in Years 7 and 9.  
This study found varied attitudes towards NAPLAN across the spectrum of school contexts. 
Most participants felt that NAPLAN was useful for grouping students, in planning instruction, 
and in identifying weaker students. However, most participants felt little control or 
understanding over the statistical process behind NAPLAN analysis, and the majority of 
participants reported they had no time to properly study NAPLAN data. This study found that 
the majority of participants who were identified as less likely to engage with NAPLAN testing 
reported their contexts as Strongly or Very Strongly Classifying literacy content from the 
regular school curriculum as well as Strongly or Very Strongly Framing the pedagogical 
encounter for preparing for this literacy assessment.  The study also found that those 
participants who were identified as more likely to engage reported contexts which contained 
Weaker Classification of literacy content from the regular school curriculum.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
This study aimed to examine the teachers’ accounts of their attitudes towards 
and engagement with high-stakes standardised testing, and whether there was a 
relationship between these attitudes and the school context. This research used the 
Australian-based National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (hereafter 
referred to as NAPLAN) as a case study, with a particular focus on the literacy 
assessment. Chapter One will firstly outline the background of high-stakes 
standardised testing (section 1.1) and the research problem (section 1.2). Section 1.3 
will examine the theoretical context of high-stakes standardised testing historically as 
well as currently and Section 1.4 defines the research question. Finally, Chapter One 
will conclude by overviewing this chapter and outlining the remaining chapters of the 
thesis (Section 1.6). 
1.1 BACKGROUND TO HIGH-STAKES TESTING AND NAPLAN 
High-stakes tests have long been a part of social control systems. In 606 AD, for 
example, the Chinese civil service exam was taken to divide the populace into 
positions in the workforce and society (Suen & Yu, 2006). High-stakes testing refers 
to any sort of test that has direct and significant consequences for the taker or the 
institution involved (Duffy et al., 2009; Jones & Egley, 2004). Examples of high-stakes 
tests used in everyday life include driver’s and pilot’s licences, as well as health and 
safety examinations.  
A high-stakes test may not necessarily be a standardised test, however in the 
realm of education, standardised forms of high-stakes testing has been used since the 
industrial revolution (Au, 2011; Emery, 2007). A standardised test is a test designed 
to be uniform throughout an educational system, and is supported by a common 
schooling system and centralised bureaucracy (Emery, 2007). Advocates of 
standardised testing claim that these tests offer the ‘best’ way in which to reduce 
educational inequality, increase objectivity and transparency, and inform policy 
decisions, including the allocation of needs-based funding (Dreher, 2012). In the 
context of Western education, high-stakes standardised tests are relatively new, having 
only been used since the start of the 20th Century (Au, 2011; Emery, 2007). 
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Increasingly though, high-stakes standardised tests have come to be a central part of 
many western education reforms, and have drawn a growing amount of criticism from 
teachers, parents and education professionals (Au, 2011; Belcastro & Boon, 2012; 
Cormack & Comber, 2013; Duffy et al. 2009; Jones & Egley 2004; Lingard, 2010). 
This research investigated teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes standardised testing, 
and how these attitudes may be formed, using teachers’ experiences of NAPLAN as a 
case study.  
 NAPLAN was first implemented in Australia in 2008 as a continuation of 
national literacy testing begun in 1999 (Harrington, 2008). The NAPLAN regime is a 
series of annual tests which involves Australian students in years 3,5,7 and 9. This 
series of tests includes four separate instruments, each with a different focus, assessing 
Reading, Writing, Numeracy and Spelling Punctuation and Grammar, over the course 
of two days. The test is developed centrally by the Australian Curriculum And 
Reporting Authority (hereafter referred to as ACARA), and is distributed to all schools 
nationally where teachers and other staff will administer and invigilate the delivery of 
the tests. The rhetoric surrounding this regime is that NAPLAN measures and 
compares student achievement and progress in the areas of literacy and numeracy 
(Harrington, 2008). Since its inception, proponents have declared NAPLAN to be 
useful for informing schools, teachers and parents about school and student 
performance, and the data produced is considered to be an essential tool for informing 
teaching and learning (Perso, 2009; Pierce & Chick, 2011).  Policy makers and 
education experts argue that the National Assessment Program (hereafter NAP) 
“drive[s] improvement in student outcomes and provide[s] increased accountability 
for the community” (Australian Curriculum Assessment & Reporting Authority, 2011; 
Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, Training & Youth Affairs, 2008). 
There is, however, a growing body of research that decries NAPLAN testing, claiming 
that it narrows curriculum, contributes to the deprofessionalisation of teachers, 
promotes teaching to the test, and does not provide an accurate snapshot of a student 
and his/her ability (Cormack & Comber, 2013; Doecke, Kostogriz & Illesca, 2010; 
Dreher, 2012; Johnson, 2011; White & Anderson, 2012). In 2012 then Chair of the 
board of ACARA, Barry McGaw, claimed that NAPLAN was not a high-stakes test 
(McGaw, 2012). He reasoned that if NAPLAN was being made high-stakes it was due 
to teachers transferring stress to their students, and that if teachers were giving their 
 Chapter 1: Introduction 3 
students excessive test practice, then the students were being poorly served (McGaw, 
2012). However, using the definition of high-stakes provided by the American 
Educational Research Association (hereafter referred to as AERA), NAPLAN can be 
defined as a high-stakes standardised test (AERA, 2000). AERA terms a test result as 
‘high-stakes’ if they carry serious consequences for students or for educators. These 
stakes may include schools being judged according to school-wide average scores, 
bringing either financial reward, public praise, embarrassment or sanctions. The stakes 
in this case may not be for the individual student, but for the institution and its 
community. As previously stated, the intended consequence of NAPLAN testing 
according to ACARA, is to drive improvements in student outcomes and provide 
increased accountability for the community (ACARA, 2011). However, this policy has 
arguably led to unintended consequences and in practice may be termed high-stakes. 
NAPLAN is a standardised test as it is a national uniform test. It may be termed a high-
stakes test as it’s data is used by schools and school authorities to make critical 
decisions about examinees and those who work with them (Belcastro & Boon, 2012; 
Johnson, 2010; Lingard, 2010). In addition, NAPLAN data is disseminated at the 
individual student level and the school level as well as being published through the 
MySchool website where members of the public may view and praise or judge a school 
using its NAPLAN results.  
1.2 BACKGROUND OF RESEARCHER 
The focus of this research stemmed from my experiences in various educational 
settings over the last ten years. I graduated with a dual degree in Education and the 
Arts (with a double major in History and Music) in 2006. Since that time I have worked 
in several educational contexts in both Australia and the U.K. I have had the 
opportunity to work in schools based in both high and a low socio-economic status 
areas, though I have spent the majority of my time in the latter. In all of these schools 
there was an awareness of the ubiquity of standardised testing. Colleagues and students 
had expressed a variety of opinions about this testing, and I was acutely aware of the 
rising societal and governmental pressure being placed on the importance of these 
tests. My experience led me to believe that the way testing was prepared for and 
advertised in the school setting may have an impact on how teachers and students 
perceived and therefore valued the testing. I decided that conducting research into this 
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topic would provide me with a greater understanding of teacher attitudes towards 
testing, and the testing itself.  
1.3 RESEARCH PROBLEM 
The publication of NAPLAN results is frequently used by the media and the 
public to promote or shame schools (Topsfield, 2013), and was linked to funding 
through schemes such as ‘National Partnerships’ (Australian Government, Department 
of Education, 2014). Teachers and academics alike have also expressed concerns about 
the testing regime, some going so far as to form ‘boycott NAPLAN coalitions’ 
(Johnson, 2011; Topsfield, 2013), and others encouraging parents to be aware that their 
children do not have to sit NAPLAN testing (Literacy Educators Coalition, 2016) 
Research has long shown educational policies fail or succeed based on teachers’ 
attitudes towards an educational policy’s perceived effectiveness (Brown, 2004; Muir, 
Beswick & Williamson, 2010; Churchill, Williamson & Grady, 1997). Efforts should 
therefore be made to understand teacher attitudes towards high-stakes standardised 
testing and whether the school social control context might be related to these attitudes. 
 
1.4 THEORETICAL CONTEXT 
The primary focus of this study was to investigate teachers’ accounts of their 
attitudes towards high-stakes standardised testing, and the relationship between their 
school’s social control systems and these attitudes. Attitude in the context of this study 
means attitude towards a specific behaviour. The definition of attitude is taken from 
the work of Icek Ajzen (1991) – The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) – 
and refers to the degree to which someone has a favourable or unfavourable evaluation 
or appraisal of a certain behaviour (p.188). Engagement in the context of this study 
refers to teacher interaction with statistical data produced by high-stakes standardised 
tests and the consideration of said data when making decisions about teaching practices 
(Pierce & Chick, 2011). A teacher who engages with NAPLAN in the context of this 
study, would mean a teacher who actively uses NAPLAN data in order to make 
decisions about their pedagogy.  
  This study drew on Basil Bernstein’s (2000) Theory of Symbolic Control, 
specifically Code Theory, and Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour in order 
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to abstractly describe the external and the internal social control context teachers 
reported.  In using the term social control, I take the definition from Bernstein (2000), 
where he identifies control as a carrier of boundary relations of power which socialises 
individuals into these relationships (p.5). A social control context in this research refers 
to the boundary relations present in a participant’s school and social environment. This 
may refer to the way a school structures its approach towards NAPLAN preparation, 
but also the way in which a participant’s colleagues are positioned towards this 
preparation. Each of these factors helps to create these boundary relations of power 
and helps to socialise participants into these control systems. In this research, I 
examined the social control context of participants’ schools in order to determine how 
participants may be socialised towards NAPLAN testing. Bernstein (1996) claims that 
horizontal and vertical discourses are essential to understanding the nature of the 
discourse between a system of control and an individual – in this case, a teacher. This 
study investigated possible relationships between social pressures and attitudes and 
behaviours towards high-stakes standardised testing. Previous research has not used 
these theories in concert to examine this issue, however, Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of 
Planned Behaviour has been used to describe teacher attitudes towards NAPLAN in 
the mis/use of NAPLAN data in a recent study by Pierce and Chick (2011). 
1.5 RESEARCH QUESTION AND OVERVIEW 
This study attempted to answer the following research questions:  
 
1) In the current high-stakes testing era, what are secondary 
school teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes 
standardised literacy tests? 
 
2) What do secondary school teachers’ accounts of their 
engagement with high-stakes standardised literacy 
tests say about the relationship between the social 
control context of school community and teacher 
attitudes? 
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The method used in this study comprised of a survey which was distributed via 
email to a sample of English teachers in the state of Queensland. English teachers have 
been chosen due to the close links between the English curriculum and the goals of the 
literacy component of NAPLAN testing, and their perceived position as literacy 
teachers. This study acknowledges that in the Australian content, English is a 
discipline of study (called Language Arts in the United States) and is separate to 
Literacy, which is constructed as a ‘Capability’ by the Australian Curriculum, 
Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA, 2015) (see also Cumming, 2011; 
Roberts, 1995). However, educational policy planning in the decade preceding the 
implementation of NAPLAN seems to indicate that literacy (while not clearly defined) 
refers to English literacy, focusing on developing the ability of students in the areas of 
reading, writing and spelling (Cumming, 2011, Lu & Cross, 2014). Further, ACARA 
acknowledges that while teaching literacy is a responsibility for all teachers, much of 
the explicit teaching of literacy occurs in the English learning area (ACARA, 2015). 
In addition, there is a public perception that primary school teachers and secondary 
school English teachers have the sole responsibility for literacy education (ETANSW, 
2011; Faulkner, et al. 2012). English teachers are therefore aware of the issues and 
pressures surrounding high-stakes standardised tests like NAPLAN, and were well 
placed to be participants in this study.  
 The survey comprised two sections. The first section of the survey used 30 
Likert-type items drawn from the literature, and adapted from Pierce and Chick (2011), 
whose survey was based on the work of Icek Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned 
Behaviour.  Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour informed the theoretical framework 
of the first section of the survey. The second section of the survey involved a series of 
six open-ended questions which examined participants’ perspectives of Classification 
of power of disciplinary subjects and Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN 
preparation in their school community. These open-ended questions were based on 
Bernstein’s (2000) Code Theory, and gave a detailed representation of the control 
systems in the schools of participants, as shown in the discourse between school 
administrative decisions, disciplinary subject relationships as well as teacher attitudes 
and pedagogy. Participant responses to these questions were used to give context to 
teacher attitudes.   
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 There is a growing body of research which examines teacher attitudes towards 
NAPLAN and their use of NAPLAN data. One such study was conducted in 2011 by 
Australian education researchers, Pierce and Chick. Pierce and Chick’s (2011) study 
involved forty-nine Mathematics and thirty-five English teachers from a range of 
secondary schools in Victoria. It used a survey instrument with items based on Ajzen’s 
(1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour in order to examine teacher attitudes and 
intention to engage with statistical data resulting from NAPLAN testing. While 
examining teacher attitudes in the context of NAPLAN, the focus was to examine how 
statistics are perceived, rather than NAPLAN itself.  
 Another similar piece of research is a doctoral submission by Johnson (2011), 
based in a Tasmanian context, which focuses on discourse tension, identifying how 
teacher perspectives affected the administration of NAPLAN and high-stakes 
standardised testing in general. Johnson’s  (2011) study used case study methodology 
which involved four secondary English/Literacy teachers along with two class groups 
– one Year Seven and one Year Nine. She gathered data through questionnaires, 
interviews and observations. The type of school and socio-economic background was 
not reported in the study – although, as the focus was on teacher perspectives, this is 
not as critical an omission as it would otherwise have been. Johnson found that the 
participants perceived a trend towards teacher de-professionalisation and a lack of 
professional respect in the public eye as a direct result of high-stakes testing and 
accountability. Participants in the study also demonstrated varying opinions towards 
standardised literacy testing and test results which correlated with varying approaches 
to testing. Johnson’s findings also mentioned that participants were sceptical of policy 
writers’ understandings and appreciation of classroom realities. Johnson’s study into 
teacher perceptions of high-stakes standardised testing is close to the subject of this 
study, however, my study aimed to also identify the control systems in school contexts 
to examine whether there was a relationship between these contexts and teacher 
attitudes towards standardised testing. My study also engaged with a larger variety of 
participants from different school contexts including public and private schools, as 
well as schools in locations with differing socio-economic status, as compared with 
the single school site used by Johnson.  
In a report by the Whitlam Institute, Polesel et al. (2012) surveyed 8353 
participants via electronic survey through the Australian Education Union and the 
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Independent Education Unions in each state. The report concluded that participants’ 
perceptions of NAPLAN testing were that it may be having a detrimental effect in 
areas such as breadth of curriculum, staff morale and the capacity of schools to attract 
and retain students and student wellbeing. Polesel et al. (2012) reinforced the findings 
of several other studies which raise issues around the negative effects of NAPLAN 
testing, and included the voices of teachers and education leaders. However, my 
research aims to examine the relationship between these teacher attitudes and the 
school control context.  
 While both Pierce and Chick’s (2011) and Johnson’s (2011) articles, and the 
report by Polesel et al. (2012) feature teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of NAPLAN 
testing, neither attempts to examine the wider context of the social control discourses 
involved in relevant pedagogical conflicts. Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour 
provides a tool to predict teacher behaviours based on their attitudes towards NAPLAN 
testing.  It was anticipated that the use of Ajzen and Bernstein’s theories together 
would be able to describe more clearly the relationship between teachers’ attitudes, 
NAPLAN testing and the school social control context. This is the gap in the research 
literature that this study fills. 
 
1.6 OVERVIEW AND THESIS OUTLINE 
 This chapter outlined the background (Section 1.1) research problem (Section 
1.2) and theoretical context of this study (Section 1.3), then posed the research question 
(Section 1.4). The following chapter – Chapter Two – reviews the research literature 
surrounding NAPLAN, Teacher Attitudes, and their impact on pedagogy and the 
teaching profession. Chapter Three will then discuss the theoretical framework of the 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) and the Theory of Symbolic Control 
(Bernstein, 1996). Chapter Four will describe the research design of the study. Chapter 
Five will detail the results and analysis of the quantitative phase of this research. 
Chapter Six will detail the results analysis of the qualitative phase of this research. 
Finally, Chapter Seven will discuss the results of and give a conclusion to this research, 
suggesting future directions.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
This chapter will review literature surrounding high-stakes standardised testing.  
Section 2.1 will define and examine high-stakes standardised testing in particular 
historical contexts. In addition, this section will examine the criticisms and limitations 
of this method of student assessment. Section 2.2 reviews the literature around high-
stakes standardised testing in an international context, examining how testing is used 
internationally, comparing international views on the subject and considering 
applicability of these arguments for Australia. Section 2.3 will review the literature 
which examines high-stakes standardised testing in the Australian context. This 
section discusses the emergence and rise of this type of testing in Australia, examining 
the political and social conditions which led to high-stakes testing being considered 
the most valid way of measuring overall student ability for literacy. Section 2.4 will 
review literature surrounding the relationship between high-stakes standardised testing 
and educators and their schools, and finally section 2.5 will highlight the implications 
from the literature for this research and identify the gap in the literature that this 
research fills. Section 2.5 will provide an overview of this chapter. 
2.1 HIGH-STAKES STANDARDISED TESTING 
In general terms, high-stakes standardised testing is any sort of standardised 
assessment that has significant repercussions for the taker, or the institution at which 
the examination takes place (Duffy et al. 2009; Jones & Egley, 2004). Consequences 
may range from the possibility of teachers being granted a licence to practice, or to 
failure to enter an educational institution. A standardised test is a test designed to be 
uniform throughout an educational system, and is supported by a common schooling 
system and centralised bureaucracy (Emery, 2007).  
 The literature around high-stakes standardised testing focuses mainly on the 
impacts on exam candidates and institutions, rather than actually examining its 
historical rise to prominence. As briefly mentioned in Chapter One, high-stakes 
standardised tests have been used to order society since the Chinese Civil Service 
Exam, which was conducted from 606AD until 1905 (Suen & Yu, 2006). Korea and 
Vietnam also established similar tests, both of which were used consistently for 
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approximately 1000 years. These tests granted access to the higher levels of office 
within the civil service, and entry into these positions generally provided large benefits 
to the successful candidate and their families. Candidates were tested on their 
knowledge of philosophical texts, their ability to write official documents and essays, 
as well as their understanding of policy issues. These tests conformed to certain 
formatting rules and methods of responding (Suen & Yu, 2006). A similar process 
currently exists in Indonesia, where it is not possible to work for the government unless 
a candidate passes a civil service exam. 
 High-stakes standardised testing in the Western world was also used to grant 
rights of entry into various educational institutes.  In Italy, for example, the University 
of Bologna required students to pass an oral examination – a process dating back to 
1200AD (Thomas, 2005). Oxford and Cambridge Universities in England required 
similar high-stakes oral exams from the 1600s, but in the 1800s introduced a high-
stakes written exam (Thomas, 2005). Standardisation of high-stakes standardised 
testing became commonplace in the Western world after the industrial revolution, 
where increased populations and the need for workers in factories led to theorists 
espousing scientifically managed education – a standard measure of a populace’s 
abilities (Au, 2011).  
 In 1913, educational theorist John Bobbitt wrote that for a system of 
scientifically-managed education, as in scientifically-managed production, managers 
should have the ultimate say in the creation of curriculum and assessment. In this 
system, students were raw commodities to be moulded, and teachers were the tools. 
The school was, in effect, an assembly line (Au, 2011). As a result of policies 
implemented based on this understanding, high-stakes standardised testing became a 
relative constant for education in the Western world from the early 1900s (Au, 2011; 
Emery, 2007). Since this time, much of the literature discussing standardised testing 
has revolved around its validity or public policy, or has been written to examine its 
effect on stakeholders and educational progress.  
 In the literature which discusses the validity of high-stakes standardised 
testing, the many themes that arise can be categorised into two areas according to 
Messer (1989, as cited in Moss, Girard & Haniford, 2006): problems with either 
construct irrelevance, or construct underrepresentation. To ensure a high-stakes 
standardised test instrument is a valid measure of achievement, it must avoid both 
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construct irrelevance – where, for example,  the result is based more on the examinee’s 
family income and social status, or assessment literacy knowledge rather than 
examinee knowledge; and construct underrepresentation, where learned content is not 
tested, or not tested fully (Belcastro & Boon, 2012; Duffy et al. 2009; Exley, 2010; 
Exley & Singh, 2011; Exley & Trimble-Roles, 2016; Jones & Egley, 2004; Lingard, 
2010; Suen & Yu, 2006; Thomas, 2005; Tingey, 2009).  
 The literature regarding standardised high-stakes testing contains a substantial 
body of research which examines the various political effects and drivers of high-
stakes standardised testing. Over the past few decades with the rise of neoliberalist 
governments in the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia, education has 
undergone reforms to reinforce the idea of the education production line – of defensive, 
rather than productive pedagogies (Au, 2011; Jones & Egley, 2004; Kostogriz, 2012; 
Lingard, 2010). Policies variously reflect the idea that education creates functioning 
workers for the benefit of the economy of the parent country, and that to compete on 
a global scale an emphasis on education providers producing higher and higher results 
is needed.  
 Proponents of high-stakes standardised testing say that these tests will reduce 
educational inequality, increase objectivity in assessment, increase accountability, 
allow funding to be directed where it is needed, and ensure consistent comparison 
between international education systems (Dreher, 2012; Ministerial Council on 
Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008). In their 2014 book chapter, 
Griffin et al (2014) conducted analyses of data from various testing regimes from the 
United States, Australia and Finland. Their analysis concluded that smaller-scale low-
stakes testing programs with teacher involvement in accountability (termed horizontal 
accountability) appeared to have increased benefits in terms of student learning 
outcomes. However, they also cautioned that teachers should not be held accountable 
for things outside their control. Griffin et al.’s (2014) research also pointed to evidence 
that flat-line trends in large-scale assessment projects could be changed if teachers 
were engaged in using data to make intervention or assessment design decisions by 
negotiation with their peers. Teacher criticism of high-stakes standardised testing, 
however, continues to grow, and is documented worldwide, in many different contexts, 
yet following the same themes. These themes include that high-stakes standardised 
testing contributes to: a narrowing of the curriculum; increased teaching to the test; 
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lower teacher morale; promoting cultural biases; increased teacher and student stress; 
increased pressure to cheat, as well as the marginalisation of subjects which are not 
explicitly tested, such as the humanities and physical education (Au, 2011; Belcastro 
& Boon, 2012; Cormack & Comber, 2013; Duffy et al. 2009; Exley, 2010; Exley & 
Singh, 2011; Exley & Trimble-Roles, 2016;  Jones & Egley 2004; Lingard, 2010; 
Polesel et al., 2012; Thompson, 2014). Additionally, researchers claim that high-stakes 
standardised tests do not promote or test for higher-order or critical thinking skills 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Smolin & Clayton, 2009).  There are those who dispute 
these negatives, however, many proponents of high-stakes standardised testing are 
usually associated with administration of schools, or the agencies and governments 
that implement these policies, reinforcing the idea put forward by several theorists that 
elected officials and politicians are dictating both the curriculum and the purpose of 
teaching (Ahlquist, 2004; Au, 2011; Tingey, 2009).  
 The limitations of high-stakes standardised tests have been well established. 
Studies on high-stakes standardised testing on students indicate that student level of 
anxiety increases before high-stakes standardised tests. A study of a Year 9 cohort in 
North Queensland showed that NAPLAN testing caused greater than expected anxiety 
for a normal testing situation (Belcastro & Boon, 2012). In a literature review, David 
Berliner, Professor of Education at Arizona State University and past president of the 
American Educational Research Association, concluded that the narrowing of 
curriculum is an inevitable response to high-stakes standardised testing (Berliner, 
2009). Berliner goes even further to say that the evidence shows this narrowing of 
curriculum and instructional materials can harm students and their nation’s economies. 
 In research from the United States of America, Duffy et al. (2008) – as a part 
of a team for the Association of Teacher Educators Second National Congress on 
Teacher Education - review the literature surrounding the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) Act and its impact on schools and counsellors. In their article, they examine 
the embedded values of various modern educational reforms, and conclude that high-
stakes standardised tests reduce the variety of teaching methods and narrow the 
funding of non-assessed subjects such as science, social studies, the arts, and physical 
education. Duffy et al. (2008) also claim that the spectre of accountability surrounding 
testing leads to teachers leaving the profession because of the stifling prescription of 
lessons required by their state. In addition, Duffy et al. (2008) posit that high-stakes 
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standardised tests privilege quantitative research designs, which give a very narrow 
view of a complex issue such as education. It should be noted however, that Duffy et 
al.’s article does not present any method for approaching this examination, and this 
should be taken into account when considering their findings.  
 Jones and Egley (2004) conducted a survey of 708 teachers in Florida to 
examine the impact of high-stakes standardised testing. The teachers surveyed 
reported that teacher voices were not valued in the testing process, that schools were 
unfairly stigmatised because of the level of socio-economic advantage of their 
communities. Questions were raised about the validity of a one-off test. Teachers 
surveyed also reported instances of narrowed and rushed curriculum as well as 
teaching to the test. 
 The Australian researcher Klenowski (2011) presented a case against relying 
solely on large-scale standardised tests such as NAPLAN in favour of school-based 
assessment accompanied by external moderation. In her article, she draws evidence 
from multiple studies of teacher judgement practice in Queensland and reasons that 
teacher judgement is contextualised by their socio-cultural surroundings and therefore 
provides greater consistency, comparability and equity (Klenowski, 2011). The article 
concludes that while high-stakes standardised tests may contribute to improved 
learning, they must be balanced in their implementation. If they are not balanced, they 
risk unhealthy competition between schools, teaching to the test and increased stress 
levels for students, parents and teachers.  
 In regards to the impact of high-stakes standardised testing on teachers, a 2002 
paper by Doecke, Reynolds and Roberts (2002) presents a case study of an experienced 
primary school English teacher which concludes that an increased focus on high-stakes 
standardised tests devalues teacher knowledge while again promoting the narrowing 
of curriculum. Along similar lines, White and Anderson (2012) conducted professional 
learning conversations of Australian teachers preparing Year 7 and 9 students for 
NAPLAN testing. These conversations were conducted in the context of a school with 
a high population of Non-English Speaking Background (NESB) students, with a 
history of lower than average NAPLAN results. The research was conducted in five 
stages. Stage one consisted of a NAPLAN skills pre-test being administered, followed 
by stage two where teachers reflected on the results. In the third stage, teachers 
implemented improvement strategies, which again were reflected on in professional 
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learning conversations, comprising stages four and five. Through an analysis of these 
conversations, White and Anderson (2012) found that teaching strategies became 
restricted to improving test performance regardless of whether learning takes place 
(White & Anderson, 2012).  
 Few studies have examined the impact and perception of high-stakes 
standardised testing on parents of students being tested. In 2000, Barksdale, Ladd and 
Thomas conducted interviews with teachers and parents of students in two different 
American states (one in the north, and one in the south of the United States of 
America). Ten parents from each state were interviewed individually. Questions 
focused on parent knowledge of standards, policies and tests, knowledge of how 
teachers prepare students, approaches to preparing their own children and perceptions 
of the value of the tests, and of their school.  The interviews found that most parents 
did not value the testing, considered them to be an unneeded burden on their children, 
and that no additional learning resulted from the tests. Parents stated that the levels of 
stress on their children was high, but were aware of news reports and school feedback 
that suggested there was a crisis in education that the tests were designed to address 
(Barksdale, Ladd & Thomas, 2000).  
 In sum, the literature reviewed in this study shows that while there are positives 
arising from high-stakes standardised testing, there are also many examples of how 
they negatively affect learning and teaching styles. While proponents argue that 
positives may include increased accountability, equity, and reported assessment 
outcomes, current literature also argues that high-stakes standardised testing narrows 
the curriculum and promotes teaching to the test in order to achieve results under the 
pressures of accountability (Berliner, 2009; Jones, 2008; Lobascher, 2011; Luke & 
Woods, 2008). Lobascher (2011) illustrates the view of proponents of accountability 
through testing where he says “[accountability is a] relatively simple concept: if 
students and teachers are held to account they will each work harder to achieve better 
results” (p.9). The effects of accountability and the social pressures it engenders on 
engagement with standardised high-stakes testing has yet to be fully examined.  
 A large body of literature suggests that as competition and advancement is 
promoted, testing regimes become increasingly high-stakes which impacts on 
educators, students and the direction of education in the future. The literature reviewed 
in this study speaks of increased stress on teachers and students, as well as schools 
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who are now forced to enter into competition for resources and students (Harris, et al. 
2013; Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; Lobascher, 2011). Wayne Au, assistant 
professor in the education program at the University of Washington, conducted a 
critical analysis of the history of changes made to teaching in modern times. Au (2011) 
advocates that the United States of America’s schooling system has reverted to a 
system of scientific management. In his analysis, Au links the beginnings of high-
stakes standardised testing to the implementation of a scientifically-managed 
curriculum (Au, 2011). In recent times, however, Western education seems to be 
moving towards a more market-driven curriculum, as defined by Whitty and Power 
(2000). In a market-driven curriculm, a quasi-market is created, involving a 
combination of parental choice and school autonomy, together with a greater or lesser 
degree of public accountability and government regulation (Whitty & Power, 2000). 
In this market-driven curriculum, pressures of accountability and regulation create an 
atmosphere of tension and increased risk where teachers must use deception to make 
space for what they consider to be ‘real teaching’ (Perreault, 2000, p.708). The impact 
of high-stakes standardised testing on education and educators however, is not limited 
to any one country, or even to Western education.   
2.2 THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT OF HIGH-STAKES 
STANDARDISED TESTING 
High-stakes standardised testing is common throughout international systems of 
education, and while each may use slightly different methods to garner results, and 
share a number of criticisms, the literature shows that the idea of using high-stakes 
standardised tests is now seen by many as essential to a well-performing education 
system.  
 Stobart (2008) writes that there is now a virtually universal rhetoric that 
assessment is needed to raise standards in response to the challenges of globalisation. 
The literature seems to support this, as a variety of research exists, dedicated to high-
stakes standardised testing in a large number of countries and jurisdictions including 
Finland, Chile and Montenegro (Milic, 2011; OECD, 2004; Sahlberg, 2011).  Under 
the United States of America’s No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) Act, brought in by the 
Bush administration in 2002, each state is responsible for administering a standardised 
test on the basics of mathematics, reading or language arts. The disciplinary field of 
science was added to this list in 2005 (Jones & Egley, 2004). National testing in the 
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United States of America is linked to teacher accountability, in order, according to 
policy makers, to provide equitable education outcomes for all students (Belcastro & 
Boon, 2012; Duffy et al. 2009). Similarities therefore exist between NAPLAN and 
NCLB, however one of the key differences is that each state also decides to what extent 
results are used, and what consequences exist for good or bad results. For example, 
Florida’s implementation of the NCLB Act, the Florida Comprehensive Assessment 
Test (FCAT), provides results at the student, school, district, and state level, and 
schools are graded on an A to F grading scale (Jones & Egley, 2004). Schools 
achieving an A, or who advanced a standard, are eligible for monetary incentives. 
Additionally, students attending a school which received an F grade two years out of 
a four year period are eligible for scholarships to attend another public or private 
school.  According to a 2004 survey, Florida’s teachers reported that on average, up to 
40% of their teaching time was spent on test preparation (Jones & Egley, 2004). 
Evidently, this testing system provides massive stress for teachers and schools while 
promoting many negative aspects of high-stakes standardised testing, as found in an 
analysis of various research into high-stakes testing (Jones, 2008).   
 Meanwhile, Minnesota’s Basic Standards Test (BST), which structurally is 
along the same lines as the FCAT, has no financial or accountability consequences or 
rewards for teachers, schools or districts, but is required for students to pass this test 
to graduate from high-school (Yeh, 2005). In a recent poll, Education Minnesota, the 
state education union, conducted a random phone poll of 608 teachers. 85% of teachers 
surveyed in Minnesota supported the BST and claimed it created an environment 
which motivated and educated students (Draper, as cited in Yeh, 2005, p.2). This poll, 
though not coming from a peer-reviewed journal, gives an example of how a properly 
aligned, well-designed testing system can reduce excessive narrowing of the 
curriculum (Yeh, 2005). Such a strong result, when compared with similar surveys of 
other states in the United States of America in the literature, creates a stark contrast.  
 In 1999, a state-wide survey was conducted in North Carolina involving 236 
elementary teachers, drawn from a random sampling process, with three levels of 
stratification: geographic, rural urban or suburban, and random sampling based on 
performance. Participants had to respond to a survey instrument which asked them to 
describe how their instruction had changed since the implementation of an 
accountability program. Seventy-six percent of teachers surveyed reported that testing 
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did not improve the quality of education in schools (Jones, et al. 1999). Similarly, in a 
Virginian survey, over 340 public school teachers responded to a survey instrument, 
where responses were measured on Likert-type scales, rating the importance and 
existence in their classrooms of items on a list of best practices which had been 
implemented as a part of a new testing program. When asked if testing was taking their 
schools in the right direction, 39% of teacher respondents said no, and 38% were 
undecided (Kaplan & Owings, 2001). 
  In a contrast to negative reactions to the implementation of testing programs, 
Jones and Egley (2004) conducted a survey using an online questionnaire with Likert-
type items and yes or no questions, delivered to participants from elementary schools 
across Florida. Their survey of third, fourth and fifth grade Floridian teachers showed 
that teachers believed that high-stakes standardised tests promoted accountability in 
parents, teachers, students and schools, thus high-staked standardised tests produced 
positive outcomes (Jones & Egley, 2004). As can be seen from these examples, the 
literature shows a great variety in the implementation of high-stakes standardised 
testing in the United States of America, and a stark dichotomy of responses to those 
tests.  
 Literature from the United Kingdom paints a similar picture. In the United 
Kingdom, Standardised Assessment Tests (SATs) are used to gain a measure of student 
achievement across the primary and secondary curricula. These tests are precursors to 
senior General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) tests at the end of the 
secondary schooling years, but are more similar to the style of tests in the Unites States 
of America and Australia. Similar to the Florida FCAT, schools are given rewards or 
punishments based on the results of their students’ SAT scores. A-levels (Post GCSE 
exams) are used in addition to the SATs to create league tables, which publicly rank 
schools by a snapshot of results without regard for the wider context. The Office for 
Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted) is a government 
organisation that carries out inspections of schools and public examination results, and 
there are consequences for those schools deemed to be failing their students through 
poor results. Poor results can mean schools are labelled as requiring ‘special measures’ 
for improvement, which can have serious consequences including school closures 
(West, 2010).  
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 On the other end of the spectrum, schools which perform well in the league 
tables are more likely to be successful when applying for specialist status, which 
equates to more funding and additional capital (West, 2010). This has led to concern 
over distortion of the curriculum and teaching to the test due to pressures to succeed 
being placed on teachers and students. A major inquiry, set up by the government of 
the United Kingdom in 2001, investigated the state of mathematics teaching in the 
United Kingdom. The inquiry was led by Professor Adrian Smith, a statistician and 
professor of mathematics. One of the findings of the report was that too much time is 
given to exam preparation and implementation (Smith, 2004). There have been 
improvements in test results since the implementation of testing reforms, however 
there is concern that these results do not reflect genuine, authentic change (West, 
2010).   
 Policy in England is different to other countries within the United Kingdom. 
England and Scotland both have similar assessments, however the tests in Scotland are 
not considered to be high-stakes (West, 2010). Researchers Wiggins and Tymms in a 
2002 study sent questionnaires to primary and secondary schools in both Scotland and 
England. The questionnaires aimed to compare perceptions towards the two different 
systems of assessment – one with league tables, and one without.  Their results found 
that in the Scottish system, where league tables were not created based on assessment, 
there were far fewer reported dysfunctional effects than in English schools with league 
tables (Wiggins & Tymms, 2002). 
 Comparing results from the United States of America, and the United 
Kingdom, shows the possibility of conducting high-stakes standardised testing in a 
way where teachers, students and schools benefit; the key is to avoid tying the test to 
rewards or negative consequences. This idea is generally supported in the literature 
globally (Belcastro & Boon, 2012; Duffy et al. 2009; Jones & Egley, 2004; Lingard, 
2010; Yeh, 2005).  
 Regardless of cautionary research findings, education is becoming increasingly 
market and competition driven, as mentioned above, in part driven by international 
comparative testing such as that conducted by the Program of International Student 
Assessment (PISA) or the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational 
Achievement (IEA). PISA, developed by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD), is based on the idea that a nation’s growth is largely 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 19 
dependent on the quality of its human capital – an expression of what Dall (2011) calls 
the globalisation of education. PISA testing – a process in which at present more than 
70 countries take part – is used by governments and their education systems to promote 
narrow curricula and quantified knowledge and skills that are easily measured by high-
stakes tests. Again reinforcing the politicisation of education, Grek’s (2009) research 
has shown that in Europe especially the use of PISA data drives policy by the numbers. 
Interpretation of PISA testing results is of great concern, especially when 
interpretations fail to recognise the social, economic and historical factors at play in 
many education systems.  
 Governments throughout the world are increasingly relying upon results of 
high-stakes standardised tests to allocate funding and drive change in education 
curricula. Concerns exist however, that these data are not holistic, and does not provide 
adequate information for accurate analysis of a school’s, teacher’s or student’s ability 
or progress. The concern over a lack of holistic data analysis is expressed well by Pasi 
Sahlberg, a Finnish education leader. Pasi Sahlberg has worked extensively in the 
Finnish education system as a teacher, a teacher educator and currently as a policy 
advisor. Sahlberg was instrumental in the creation and implementation of Finland’s 
modern education system. Finland is consistently one of the top performing countries 
in the PISA testing, and is often held up as an example of a successful education 
system. However, Sahlberg (2011) writes that while PISA is a useful global 
benchmarking instrument, policy makers and the media must make use of the rich data 
that have been collected, in concert with other quantified academic data produced by 
high-stakes standardised tests in order to make proper judgements about academic 
progress and achievement.  To place these remarks in context, Finland has no private 
schools, and all teachers are required to have a Master level degree. Finland also has a 
predominantly mono-ethnic culture, and it is these details that must be considered 
alongside PISA testing results – the rich data promoted by Sahlberg (2011) which 
gives a better picture of an educational system’s effectiveness.  
 From national and federalised state systems of education, high-stakes 
standardised testing is a common occurrence throughout various parts of the world. 
While the literature shows that high-stakes standardised testing may be used to 
improve schools, teachers and students, improvement depends greatly on the 
incentivising (or lack thereof) of the results of these tests. However, the rise in the use 
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of international comparative testing to guide policy has only increased the stakes of 
these tests – linking a country’s success economically to the results of its students and 
thereby influencing policy decisions (Grek, 2009). Globally, and in Australia, teachers 
and education systems are being affected by these policy decisions, and, in each case, 
the literature lists many negatives consequences which will impact the profession of 
teaching and teacher attitudes towards high-stakes standardised testing. 
2.3 HIGH-STAKES STANDARDISED TESTING IN AUSTRALIA – THE 
RISE OF NAPLAN 
Australia uses high-stakes standardised tests as a means of measuring and 
comparing student achievement (ACARA, 2008). The current use of high-stakes 
standardised testing in the Australian education system is due in part to Australia’s 
close social, cultural and political ties with other Western democracies such as the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom. Due to ‘policy borrowing’ 
(Lingard, 2010), and the flow of policy advisors between these countries – as well as 
the alignment of the political philosophies of various governments – the English and 
United States of America’s schooling systems, and their use of high-stakes 
standardised testing has had real policy salience in Australia (Lingard, 2010; Luke & 
Woods, 2008). Some researchers suggest though that Australia needs to ensure – being 
a geographically and socially diverse country – that educators see beyond just the raw 
data provided by high-stakes tests, to ensure appropriate policy across urban and rural 
centres (Au, 2011; Belcastro & Boon, 2012). 
 High-stakes standardised testing in Australian education had been used in 
various forms for tertiary entry and placement for a couple of decades. Australia’s 
states all have their own version of final examination of Year 12 (final year) students. 
Queensland’s Core Skills (QCS) test, Victoria’s General Achievement Test (GAT) or 
New South Wales’ Higher School Certificate (HSC) exams are all examples of long-
standing high-stakes standardised tests. While these tests have long been part of 
Australia’s educational assessment framework it is only in the last decade that high-
stakes standardised testing became a topic of national interest outside of educational 
circles (Harris, et al. 2013). Since the introduction of NAPLAN testing in 2008, the 
literature has featured much debate as to its function and worth as an instrument 
(Anderson, 2009; Harris, 2013; Person, 2009; Perso, 2011; Thompson & Cook, 2014). 
Much of the literature currently written about NAPLAN discusses its use as a tool to 
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promote teacher and school accountability, and the negative impacts thereof (Belcastro 
& Boon, 2012; Lingard, 2009).  
 In the wider societal context, Lingard (2010) suggests that a likely outcome of 
high-stakes standardised tests is the development of a mistrust of schools and teachers 
due to the increased politicising of the debate surrounding these high-stakes tests, and 
the perceived failures of the education system to deliver acceptable results. Lingard 
wrote these comments in regard to the publication of NAPLAN results on the 
MySchools website, and in the context of similar outcomes internationally (Lingard, 
2010). Although still in its relative infancy, the literature does suggest that NAPLAN 
testing has had substantial consequences for the way education and educators are 
perceived in the general public (Harris et al. 2013; Thompson & Cook, 2014). 
Thompson and Cook (2014) argue that NAPLAN is becoming the most important 
vehicle which represents the quality of a teacher’s pedagogy.  
 The literature regarding accountability and standardised high-stakes testing 
shows that NAPLAN, and the process of incentivising a school’s results, when 
combined with ranking and publication of those results, leads to the rejection of mixed-
ability teaching and the use of tight streaming in all schools (Dreher, 2012; Lingard, 
2010; Rivzi & Lingard, 2010). NAPLAN has been accused of increasing public, 
government and media control over school sites (Beck, 2008; Doecke, Kostogriz & 
Illesca, 2010). In the drive for competitiveness, and also as a response to the perceived 
decline in literacy standards, governments and media in the United States of America, 
the United Kingdom and Australia have been involved in ‘teacher bashing’  (Luke & 
Woods, 2008) and other forms of blame (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2011; Luke & 
Woods, 2008). As Jones (2008) reports, media ranking of test scores becomes a label 
for the school – a label that ignores the many varied extra-curricular, humanities and 
other value-adding experiences that the school life affords.  
These instances of teacher blaming and school labelling have shown in 
international contexts to be a detriment to hiring effective teachers. Egley and Jones 
(2004) conducted research involving primary school administrators from across 
Florida in the United States of America. Participants completed an online survey 
comprising of Likert-type items, and open response items concerning their beliefs 
about Florida’s testing program. In some cases, principals recounted that due to 
reporting of low test scores, it was hard to attract high quality teachers.  
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 In a 2013 study conducted in South Australia by professors of education 
Cormack and Comber (2013), NAPLAN testing was shown to have negative 
consequences for schools and students who live in rural areas. Cormack and Comber’s 
study was conducted at a rural school in South Australia using Institutional 
Ethnographic and Critical Policy Analysis methods. While there was no clear 
description of the method, it is clear that Cormack and Comber undertook interviews 
with the principal and the teachers at this school and analysed transcripts of their 
interviews. Cormack and Comber (2013) concluded that high-stakes literacy testing 
caused pressure on administrative and teaching staff, while causing the reputation of 
the school to suffer when results identified it as ‘failing’. The researchers also 
highlighted that as a smaller rural school it had fewer resources available to improve. 
This fact, coupled with the generic nature of a test which did not take into account the 
wide range of cultures and socio-economic statuses of its takers, meant that 
standardised high-stakes testing places rural schools at a disadvantage. 
Some theorists, however, promote NAPLAN as an invaluable tool, given the 
right circumstances, and the familiarisation of educators with its procedures (Pierce & 
Chick, 2011). In more practical terms, Anderson (2009) and Norton (2009) both 
discuss methods of using NAPLAN data to ensure work programs are created which 
address problems in numeracy, and suggest possible improvements to the test. In 
researching the body of literature, it is possible to find several positive reflections on 
NAPLAN written by numeracy specialists; for example, Perso, (2011) writes on 
clarifying the distinction between mathematics and numeracy. She claims that, while 
not perfect, NAPLAN testing does attempt to assess numeracy – and that this is an 
important outcome. Pierce and Chick (2011), likewise write that NAPLAN data has 
the potential to be useful for informing schools and educators about student 
performance.  Much of the literature that deals with numeracy in relation to NAPLAN 
also recommends that teachers be familiar with the fundamental nature of quantitative 
data, and the genre of the test (Perso, 2011; Pierce & Chick, 2011). However, there are 
very few positive reflections on NAPLAN made by literacy specialists. 
 While the amount of literature regarding the effect of NAPLAN on policy and 
education grows, a dearth of literature examining how students react to NAPLAN 
exists. One of the few examples is from Belcastro and Boon (2012), who found that 
students were motivated to achieve set performance goals – suggesting a shallow value 
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of NAPLAN in an education setting, where skills and strategies were retained at only 
a superficial level in order to achieve a ‘good’ result. This echoes the research findings 
of others, such as Harris et al. (2013) who claim that NAPLAN, as with other high-
stakes tests, provides neither opportunity nor motivation for students to develop deeper 
understandings or higher reasoning abilities.  
Rice et al (2016). Conducted research into the effects of NAPLAN on the 
wellbeing of students. Rice et al. conducted surveys of 7814 teachers and school 
leaders from every state and territory in Australia, who were emailed a survey via 
various education unions. They were asked about the impact of NAPLAN on school 
enrolments, public perception, on the curriculum, teaching approaches and on student 
health and wellbeing. In regards to wellbeing, Rice et al.’s research found that around 
50% of teachers reported that most or all of their students were concerned. In addition, 
90% of participants reported at least 1-10 students feeling stressed. 90% of participants 
reported similar numbers of students who were concerned they were ‘too dumb’ for 
the test, and 60-80% of participants reported at least 1-10 students expressing fear, 
feeling sick, sleeplessness and crying (Rice et al. 2016).  
 Given the growing amount of literature surrounding NAPLAN, it is necessary 
to look for similar systems of educational assessment in order to establish a context 
which frames educational attitudes towards these high-stakes tests. 
2.4 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HIGH-STAKES STANDARDISED 
TESTING AND TEACHER ATTITUDES 
With teachers under pressure to achieve results for – and sometimes on behalf 
of (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2011) their students, de-skilling and de-
professionalisation of teachers is likely (Doecke, et al. 2002; Johnson, 2011; 
Klenowski, 2012; Luke & Woods, 2008). If these conditions and beliefs surrounding 
standardised testing breed resentment in teachers and students, as Doecke et al. (2002) 
suggest, the desire to use any data that may be obtained through these measures could 
be affected (Pierce & Chick, 2011; Valli & Buese, 2007).  
 Examining teachers’ attitudes is incredibly important for promoting the success 
of any educational policy, and high-stakes tests such as NAPLAN are no different 
(Guskey, 2002; Pierce & Chick, 2011). Some have suggested, though, that the forced 
and external nature of the testing regime engenders some of the resentment felt by 
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teachers and provokes disengagement (Lobascher, 2011; Pierce & Chick, 2011; Valli 
& Beuse, 2007). In 2007, Valli and Beuse published a paper as a part of a larger 
longitudinal study involving 150 teachers of Year 4 and 5 mathematics in areas with 
moderate to high levels of poverty in the United States of America. As part of this 
study, their analysis of teacher lives and stresses found that under high-accountability 
regimes, and with increasing workloads, more research was needed into the external 
societal pressures placed on teachers in order to better understand teacher engagement 
(Valli & Beuse, 2007). Valli and Beuse’s study also found evidence to support the 
occurrence of disengagement when negative opinions were accompanied by guilt 
because teachers were forced to preach the benefits of assessment tasks, even if they 
were unconvinced of the validity of the exercise (Valli & Beuse, 2007).  
Pierce and Chick (2011) noted that engagement with test data statistics is 
unlikely unless teachers view statistics to be useful. Matthews, Trimble and Gay 
(2007) agree, adding that to use the test data, teachers not only need to know what the 
test data means, but also need to accept its validity and be ready to adapt their pedagogy 
accordingly.  
 A deciding factor in getting teachers to engage with any sort of data or concept 
is determined by their attitude. Guskey (1986, 2002) conducted analytical research into 
previous studies conducted throughout the 1980s in the United States of America 
around teacher attitude change. He determined that psychologically, and socially, 
teachers do adapt to new ideas via professional development, and reasoned that 
teachers were generally pragmatic about educational change. He proposed that if 
teachers saw a positive change in the outcomes of their students, they would be more 
likely to trust in a model or method. Brown (2004) showed, in his survey of New 
Zealand Primary School teachers and managers, that the implementation of any new 
assessment, policy, tool or practice needs to be aware of teachers’ conceptions of 
assessment to ensure success.  
 In a multi-method approach involving a survey and interview involving 
perspectives and accounts of 100 Australian state school teachers, Churchill, 
Williamson and Grady (1997) highlight that there can be no positive outcomes to the 
implementation of new imperatives if teachers are resistant to organisational goals.  
Additionally, in a qualitative study involving videoed observations, followed by 
questionnaires of three teachers, Muir Beswick and Williamson (2010) recommended 
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that studies need to be conducted into the critical incidents that impacted on teachers’ 
beliefs and values, as understanding why teachers react positively or negatively to 
change was key to implementing positive change.  Logically then, a positive attitude 
towards high-stakes standardised testing may be necessary to facilitate the likelihood 
of teacher engagement, and to enable positive change, teacher attitudes must be 
examined. In addition, it is important to note that in both of the above studies, both 
quantitative and qualitative methods were used to elicit teacher accounts and 
perceptions of their teaching process. The use of these methods to examine teacher 
accounts of attitudes shows that the methods to be used by this study are an appropriate 
way to approach the research question.  
 Problems arise in the promotion of positive engagement of teachers; if 
NAPLAN is to be seen in a positive light, its worthiness needs to be demonstrated. 
However, if teachers are resistant to NAPLAN’s implementation, their willingness to 
implement NAPLAN data in a meaningful way may be compromised. A paradox is 
then created for these teachers: if teachers accept the value and benefit of initiatives, 
they can be considered more likely to comply (Muir, et al. 2010), but if NAPLAN is 
not valued then the data produced should not be used to demonstrate NAPLAN’s 
benefit. Herein lies the necessity of the proposed research in examining teachers’ 
perceptions of their attitudes and contextualising them in their societal and school 
social control systems. The education profession will benefit by having a better 
understanding of the relationship between a school control context and teacher 
attitudes towards standardised testing. This information could then be used to ensure 
that pedagogy surrounding NAPLAN, and the data that arises from it is structured and 
used in a way to promote teacher engagement, and student learning.  
 Given the reported climate of negative or resistant attitudes of teachers towards 
high-stakes testing, one question still remains to be answered: how do these attitudes 
relate to engagement with the NAPLAN process? ACARA claims that NAPLAN data 
provides detailed information about school performance, and through this test the 
strengths and weaknesses of each school can be identified (ACARA, 2011). As the 
benefits of NAPLAN and standardised testing are disputed (see above), the 
relationship between teacher attitudes towards these policy decisions needs to be 
examined. This research examined not only teacher accounts of attitudes towards high-
stakes standardised testing and engagement with the said tests, but also the relationship 
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between these attitudes and the context of Classification of power of disciplinary 
boundaries and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation within 
a school setting. 
2.5 IMPLICATIONS 
The literature shows that high-stakes standardised testing in its present format, 
while based on a long historical tradition, has substantially changed the way education 
systems operate in various jurisdictions around the world, including Australia. In the 
literature, many who criticise high-stakes standardised testing – especially those in the 
teaching profession – claim high-stakes standardised testing narrows curriculum (Au, 
2011; Belcastro & Boon, 2012; Lingard, 2010; 2011), promotes teaching to the test 
and cheating (Ryan & Brown, 2005). In addition, critics of high-stakes testing claim 
that it promotes the politicisation of education (Ahlquist, 2004; Au, 2011; Tingey, 
2009) and increased governmental control of the curriculum and purpose of teaching 
(Au, 2011).  
 The Australian literature reviewed in this study regarding NAPLAN has 
featured similar criticisms. In the public arena, NAPLAN testing has led to criticism 
of teachers in the media, under the justification of promoting increased accountability 
(Topsfield, 2013); the stigmatisation of schools and teachers (Topsfield, 2013); and 
the lack of clear development and promotion of higher-order or critical thinking skills 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Smolin & Clayton, 2009). NAPLAN’s supporters posit that 
the testing regime can be used well (Perso, 2009; Pierce & Chick, 2011); however 
teachers need to be made aware of certain issues surrounding the genre and best-
practice of implementing test preparation.  
 Internationally, high-stakes standardised testing is well established, yet has 
attracted a large amount of criticism. The literature shows that international 
comparative tests such as PISA can stifle the development of an educational system, 
and add to the already high-stakes nature of such tests.  
Considering this criticism, knowing the relationship between high-stakes 
standardised testing and the surrounding societal pressures on teachers becomes 
critical. In a climate of high-stakes and high-pressure on schools and teachers which 
shows no signs of abating, the attitude of teachers, and their engagement with high-
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stakes tests needs to be examined in order to better understand the effects of these tests 
on teachers and students, and the wider educational system. 
 
 There are a growing number of studies which have been conducted that address 
the teacher accounts of attitudes towards NAPLAN, and their contexts. Pierce and 
Chick (2011) report on teacher attitudes, but mainly from the perspective of how 
statistics are perceived and how this affects the ability to use NAPLAN data. Pierce 
and Chick’s (2011) pilot study aimed to identify the affective factors influencing the 
use of class assessment data. Pierce and Chick’s survey participants were 49 
Mathematics teachers and 35 English teachers from 16 Victorian secondary schools. 
Each of these teachers completed a survey whose items were based on Ajzen’s (1991) 
Theory of Planned Behaviour. Results showed that in some cases, attitudes and 
perceptions of NAPLAN may have presented barriers to the teachers’ intentions to use 
such data in their planning (Pierce & Chick, 2011) 
 In another related study, Johnson (2011) wrote a doctoral submission which 
focused on teacher accounts and perspectives regarding discourse tension in 
NAPLAN. Based in a Tasmanian context, her research examines how teacher 
perspectives affected the administration of NAPLAN. Johnson (2011) used qualitative 
case study involving four secondary English/Literacy teachers as well as a class of 
Year 7 students and a class of Year 9 students. Data were collected by a combination 
of questionnaires, open-ended interviews and researcher observation (Johnson, 2011).  
Johnson found that teacher participants showed varying opinions of the value and 
validity of standardised literacy testing and results. A perception of a trend towards 
teacher de-professionalisation also emerged, along with a perceived lack of respect 
given to teachers’ expertise in test construction.  
Thompson (2016) conducted research into teacher attitudes from teachers in 
Western and South Australia. In a mixed methods survey, Thompson gathered 
responses from 941 participants in regard to how they perceived NAPLAN impacting 
their pedagogy and student learning. Most teachers described NAPLAN as having 
unintended consequences similar to high-stakes testing regimes in England and the 
USA, including a narrowed curriculum focus, teachers feeling that they should teach 
to the test and increased anxiety of teachers, students and parents. Teachers expressed 
pressures of accountability and felt they were under pressure to produce satisfactory 
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data. Some teachers though suggested that NAPLAN was a useful tool to support 
teaching and learning and gave valuable data on their students, although these 
responses were outweighed by the negative responses (Thompson, 2016).   
In a report for the Whitlam Institute, Polesel et al (2012) surveyed 8353 
participants via electronic survey through the Australian Education Union and the 
Independent Education Unions in each state. The report concluded that participants’ 
perceptions of NAPLAN testing were that it may be having a detrimental effect in 
areas such as breadth of curriculum, staff morale and the capacity of schools to attract 
and retain students and student wellbeing.  
A further report for the Whitlam institute by Wyn et al (2014), surveyed teachers, 
school students and parents at five State Secondary Colleges, five State Primary 
schools, three Catholic Colleges and three multi-age Independent schools in five sites 
in Victoria and New South Wales. These sites covered a variety of contexts and 
communities. Wyn’s report interviewed 16 school leaders, 29 teachers, 70 students 
and 26 parents regarding their attitudes towards NAPLAN and their effects on student 
behaviour, health and well-being, how it impacted teaching and curriculum and the 
value of NAPLAN testing. The report concluded that NAPLAN was not universally 
regarded by educators as a useful tool, and that it had identifiable negative implications 
for the quality of education students received.  
 While these articles addressed teachers and their perceptions of NAPLAN 
testing, neither attempts to examine these accounts of how attitudes are located in and 
may be related to the context of their school setting, thus leaving a gap in the literature. 
This research will bridge this gap by using the theoretical framework of Ajzen’s (1991) 
Theory of Planned Behaviour – to examine teacher accounts of attitudes and 
engagement with NAPLAN – and the sociology of Basil Bernstein to contextualise 
this engagement with the elements of power and control present within the teachers’ 
school contexts. 
 
2.6 OVERVIEW 
This chapter reviewed literature surrounding high-stakes standardised testing. Section 
2.1 defined and examining high-stakes standardised testing in particular historical 
contexts, then examined the criticisms and limitations of this method of student 
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assessment. Section 2.2 described high-stakes standardised testing in an international 
context and examined how high-stakes standardised testing is used internationally, 
comparing international views on the subject and considering applicability of these 
arguments for Australia. Section 2.3 examined the Australian context of high-stakes 
standardised testing was reviewed, examining the political and social conditions which 
led to testing being considered the most valid way of measuring overall student ability 
for literacy and numeracy. Section 2.4 then examined the relationship between high-
stakes standardised and educators and their schools. Finally, Section 2.6 discussed the 
implications from the literature for this research, and highlighted the gap in the 
literature that this research fills. In the next chapter – Chapter Three – the theoretical 
framework of this research will be discussed. 
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Chapter 3: Theory 
This chapter explores the theoretical framework used in this study. This study 
aimed to examine the issues surrounding secondary school teacher engagement with 
standardised testing, and how school social control contexts related to these attitudes. 
In doing so, it sought to answer the following two questions;  
 
1) In the current high-stakes testing era, what are secondary 
school teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes 
standardised literacy tests? 
 
2) What do secondary school teachers’ accounts of their 
engagement with high-stakes standardised literacy 
tests say about the relationship between the social 
control context of school community and teacher 
attitudes? 
 
 Section 3.1 reviews the theories of Icek Ajzen and his Theory of Planned 
Behaviour.  Section 4.33.2 reviews the sociology of Basil Bernstein and the 
development of his theories of social control systems. Finally Section 3.3 explains how 
these theories are linked to the specific context of this study. Section 3.4 provides an 
overview of this chapter. 
 
3.1 ICEK AJZEN AND THE THEORY OF PLANNED BEHAVIOUR 
 Icek Ajzen is a social psychologist who has spent most of a forty year academic 
career studying the area of attitudes and beliefs and how they inform and predict the 
intention to engage in a behaviour. Ajzen defines attitude as “a disposition to respond 
favourably or unfavourably to an object, person, institution or event” (Ajzen, 2005, p. 
3). Attitude, Ajzen (2005) postulates, is a hypothetical construct which cannot be 
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observed directly, but only inferred from measurable responses. Ajzen’s work 
develops from a long tradition of social psychology stemming from the work of Greek 
philosopher Plato, whose work suggests that there are three types of responses from 
which attitude can be inferred – cognition, affect, and conation (Ajzen, 2005). Each 
category may be evident in verbal and non-verbal responses. Cognition may be 
construed verbally in expressions of beliefs or non-verbally in perceptual reactions to 
an attitude or object. Affect may be observed verbally in expressions of feelings, or 
physiological reactions to an attitude or object. Finally, conation may be observed 
verbally through expressions of behavioural intentions, and non-verbally through overt 
behaviours with respect to attitudes or objects (Ajzen, 2005).  Ajzen has devoted his 
career to the studies of these measurable responses in order to develop what came to 
be known as the Theory of Planned Behaviour.  
 The Theory of Planned Behaviour’s genesis lies in studies from the late 1960s 
where Ajzen worked along with Fishbein to extend Dulany’s Theory of Propositional 
Control – itself based in Decision Theory – to create the Theory of Reasoned Action 
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969). Ajzen and Fishbein’s 1969 study, which involved a 
questionnaire based on semantic differential attitude scores, concluded that 
behavioural intentions for single acts and multi-choice situations were a function of 
attitudes as well as normative beliefs towards behaviours (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969). 
In 1970, Ajzen and Fishbein developed the Theory of Reasoned Action, claiming that 
there were three variables that function as determinants of behaviour: attitude towards 
a behaviour; normative beliefs; and the weights of these predictors (Ajzen & Fishbein, 
1970).  
 Ajzen conducted several more studies in the 1970s and early 1980s. These 
included studies to find what effect similarity in personality traits had on attraction (or 
the formation of attraction attitudes) (Ajzen, 1974), how people chose careers (Ajzen 
& Fishbein, 1980), whether or not to use birth control pills (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), 
how people chose to vote in the 1976 Presidential election (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), 
and how people chose to smoke marijuana or not (Ajzen, Timko & White, 1982). It 
was after these studies, Ajzen arrived at the conclusion that the Theory of Reasoned 
Action was an inadequate predictor of intended behaviour, as it was only accurate when 
a subject had absolute control over the behaviour (Ajzen, 1986a). After modifying the 
Theory of Reasoned Action to include a behaviour-goal unit, he renamed it the Theory 
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of Planned Behaviour. The Theory of Planned Behaviour takes into account not only 
the attitude and subjective norms, but also the amount of control that an individual 
perceives they have over the considered behaviour.  
 Ajzen’s new theory was not finalised though until after several more studies 
had been published, including comparing the new theory to his previous Theory of 
Reasoned Action. In a comparative study, Ajzen found that the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour was a more accurate predictor of intention to engage in a behaviour (Ajzen, 
1986b). In 1991, Ajzen published his Theory of Planned Behaviour in full (see figure 
3.1 below), showing that by studying an individual’s attitude toward a behaviour, the 
subjective norms that society places on the behaviour, and the individual’s perceived 
behavioural control over that behaviour, it was possible to predict to a high degree of 
accuracy their intention to engage in a behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Figure 3.1 The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991, p.182) 
 
Figure 3.1 represents, the Theory of Planned Behaviour and all of its components 
interacting. The three circles to the left indicate the three affecting variables that 
together may be used to predict the intention to behave – shown in the middle circle. 
The arrows connecting each of the three circles to the left show the interrelated nature 
of the concepts. In other words, Attitude is effected by the Subjective Norms and 
Perceived Behavioural Control. Subjective Norms are affected by Attitudes and 
Perceived Behavioural Controls and so on. The dotted line linking Perceived 
 34 Chapter 3: Theory 
Behavioural Control and Behaviour is to indicate that it represents control over the 
specific behaviour being examined. After considering these three dependant variables 
in tandem, a researcher will be able to give a prediction of intention. This prediction 
leads to the end goal of the theory, which is a prediction of engagement with a certain 
behaviour, represented in the circle to the right. 
 The Theory of Planned Behaviour was used in this research in order to 
examine teacher attitudes towards standardised testing, in order to answer the first 
research question: In the current high-stakes testing era, what are secondary school 
teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes standardised literacy tests? 
 
3.2 BASIL BERNSTEIN AND CODE THEORY 
Basil Bernstein was a British sociologist whose work was centred in the field of 
the sociology of education. Much of his career focused around the development of 
Code Theory in which he seeks to describe the underlying systems of power and 
control inherent in social discourses.  Bernstein was an exponent of the theories of 
sociology put forward by French philosopher, Emile Durkheim (Bernstein, 2001; 
Maton & Muller, 2007). Durkheim and Bernstein both espoused that modern societies 
had progressed from unspecialised to highly specialised divisions of labour. As a 
result, society develops new specialised symbolic forms which are treated differently 
in value and in the amount of resources directed to them (Maton & Muller, 2007). 
Bernstein believed that it was possible to design a language to describe the social base 
of pedagogic relations, which influences how knowledge is changed or maintained in 
a society. Specifically however, Bernstein sought to explain the maintenance and 
change of symbolic control as it applied to cultural reproduction (Bernstein, 2001). 
The concept of a code, then, as applied by Bernstein was a “general principle or set of 
rules for the regulation and distribution of meaning” (Maton & Muller, 2007 p.17).  
 
 Bernstein’s codes revolve around describing the Classification, and the 
Framing, of discourses. In this thesis, I use an initial capital letter for both 
Classification and Framing and the descriptors of the strengths of each to designate 
them as theoretical terms. Classification refers to the strength of the power 
relationships (Weak or Strong) between categories, for instance, between school 
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subjects (external Classification) or between objects, tasks and persons in a classroom 
(internal Classification) (Bernstein, 2000). An example of Classification in an 
educational context can be seen in how a school distinguishes between the various arts, 
for example music and dance. In a school with Stronger Classification, these are 
treated as separate disciplines, but in schools with Weaker Classifications these 
subjects may be taught together. In this context students may analyse the music for 
rhythms while planning a dance routine to accompany the music.  My study will 
examine the Classification of power of disciplinary subjects over NAPLAN 
preparation. For the purposes of this research, the Classification of subjects refers to 
the Classification of disciplinary subjects rather than school subjects. An example of 
Stronger Classification of power of disciplinary subjects would see responsibility for 
the literacy component of NAPLAN preparation given solely to the English 
department. A Weaker Classification of power of disciplinary subjects would see every 
department required to have input into the literacy component of NAPLAN 
preparation.  
 Framing refers to the locus of control of the selection, sequencing, pacing and 
criteria of the knowledge to be acquired (Bernstein, 2000). An example of Stronger 
Framing would be a situation where control lies with the teacher, whereas with Weaker 
Framing control would apparently lie with the student. A further example of Framing 
in an educational context can be seen in how a school controls teacher transmission 
and pedagogy. A school whose administration dictates that teachers all use the same 
transmission techniques in the classroom has Stronger Framing. Vice versa, a school 
whose administration encourages teachers to use individual strategies for transmission 
has weaker Framing. For the context of this study, the term ‘school administration’ or 
‘administration’ refers to the school leadership team, rather than the staff responsible 
for business and finance operations. Thus, in this case, school administration refers to 
roles such as Principals, Deputy Principals and other members of the school leadership. 
This study will examine the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation.  
Framing in this context describes the locus of control over NAPLAN preparation 
between a school’s administration, and the teaching staff. If control was solely in the 
hands of an administration who dictates how NAPLAN preparation would be 
conducted, then this would be an example of Stronger Framing. If control of NAPLAN 
preparation was more in the hands of the teachers, then this would be an example of 
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Weaker Framing.  In summary, Classification regulates what discourse is to be 
transmitted and its relation to other discourses, and Framing regulates how the 
discourse is to be transmitted and acquired (Bernstein, 2000).  
 
 Critics of Bernstein’s Code Theory claim that the theories lack empirical 
application. Early critics, from sociolinguist William Labov (1973) or sociology of 
education researcher Ronald King (1976; 1981) up to present day theorists like 
communications studies researcher Jones (2013), contend that there is no convincing 
evidence or rationale for the existence of Bernstein’s codes. However this resistance 
was shown to be debatable, in many educational contexts across a variety of countries 
(Maton & Muller, 2007). More persistent are arguments that Bernstein’s codes operate 
from a linguistic deficit view, which claims that the explanation for students 
performing well in school has to do with spoken language differences between social 
classes. The objection on these grounds is that Bernstein’s theories do not recognise 
that working-class speech codes are just as complex, but differ from middle-class 
speech (Jones, 2013; Labov, 1973). Some of Bernstein’s critics even went so far as to 
accuse him of racism based on – according to Bernstein – a misrecognition of his 
theories (Sadovnik, 2001). Bernstein refuted these claims, as well as those of Harker 
and May (1993), who had accused him of being too rigid, and Bordieu (1991), who 
accused him of ‘fetishing’ legitimate language. Bernstein presents arguments against 
these theorists, countering that Bordieu’s theories focused on how power relations 
were carried by the system and not with the designation of the carrier (Bernstein, 
1990). Bernstein’s theories are deemed of use for their potential to describe how 
particular social groups of pupils may do less well in classrooms or schools due to a 
lack of realisation or recognition of codes (Maton & Muller, 2007).  
 
 Bernstein’s theories are appropriate for use in this study as they help to 
understand and analyse contemporary changes occurring in education and their 
consequences for identity construction (Bernstein & Solomon, 1999). Code Theory in 
the context of this study is used to examine how the attitudes of teachers towards 
standardised testing might relate to the Classification of power of disciplinary subjects 
and Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation.   Classification of 
power of disciplinary subjects was examined in the relationship between disciplinary 
  
Chapter 3: Theory 37 
subjects in preparing for NAPLAN testing. Framing of control of pedagogy was 
examined in the context of whether control over NAPLAN preparation was based in 
teacher control or in the control of the administration of the school. Once the 
underlying social codes associated with a school were identified, participant accounts 
of their attitudes were contextualised in terms of Classification and Framing. In this 
way, the identification of the Classification of power of disciplinary subjects, and 
Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation in a participant’s response 
assisted in answering the second research question: What do secondary school 
teachers’ accounts of their engagement with high-stakes standardised literacy tests 
say about the relationship between the social control context of school community and 
teacher attitudes? 
3.3 COMBINING THEORIES IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS STUDY 
Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour was used to determine teacher attitudes 
towards high-stakes standardised tests. Bernstein’s Code Theory was used to 
contextualise the teachers’ accounts to better understand the relationship between a 
school context and teacher attitudes leading to engagement with NAPLAN. Together, 
these research theories showed commonalities in how teacher attitudes towards high-
stakes standardised testing may be related to the school social control context.  
 Basil Bernstein’s sociology of knowledge, education and society comes from 
the structuralist paradigm (Sadovnik, 2001) where meaning is produced and 
reproduced within cultures through various phenomena and activities and where 
underlying systems which regulate these can be identified (Jary & Jary, 1991). 
Likewise, the work of Icek Ajzen is concerned with predicting behaviour through 
examining the underlying influences of the decision making process, which include 
acknowledging that social norms and pressures affect an individual differently (Ajzen, 
2005). Ajzen postulates that these systems may be understood, recognised and 
predicted, and so would also fit into the structuralist paradigm. Both theorists use these 
pressures and systems in their work – Ajzen defining them as social norms, and 
behavioural controls, and Bernstein focusing on how these systems transfer power and 
control in a continual flux.  
 Taken together, both theories are capable of addressing the research aims of 
understanding how teacher engagement with high-stakes standardised testing is 
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affected by their school context, although Ajzen’s work is focused on predicting the 
intended behavioural outcome of the attitude, rather than describing the social context.  
 
 This study drew on work from Pierce and Chick’s (2011) adaptation of Ajzen’s 
Theory of Planned Behaviour, as well as from a 1994 PhD study by Parker and the 
mapping work of Exley et al. (2016). Parker (1994) developed a grid representation of 
Bernstein’s code theory. Parker attempted to examine the relationship between gender 
and science in a high school context in Western Australia. In doing so, she drew on 
Code Theory to describe the Classification and Framing in curriculums of science and 
art. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 A reconceptualization of Bernstein’s model (Parker, 1994, p. 59) 
In Figure 3.2, above (a larger version may be found in Appendix A), Parker 
transcribed Classification onto one axis and Framing onto the other. As each axis 
progresses from Weaker to Stronger, so does the strength of Framing or Classification. 
At the negative end of the Classification axis, Parker identified the scale as ‘-C’ and ‘-
-C' signifying progressively Weaker Classification. Similarly, on the negative end of 
the Framing axis, Parker identified the scale as ‘-F’ and ‘--F' signifying progressively 
Weaker Framing. Both axes then progress from Weaker to Stronger Classification and 
Framing respectively, represented by ‘+C’ and ‘++C’ and ‘+F’ and ‘++F’ respectively. 
The visual is of a 4x4 grid in which (in Parker’s case) a subject area could be placed.  
Physical Science, which Parker identified as having much Weaker Classification but 
Stronger Framing, would be represented as (--C, +F) and is placed in the appropriate 
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gird location. This grid formed the basis of the analysis of participant responses to 
Classification and Framing questions. 
 Exley et al. (2016) examined the Australian Curriculum: English (ACARA, 
2016) and the interconnectivity of its different strands – Language, Literature and 
Literacy. In their work, they introduced a heuristic for orientating to the language 
content of the curriculum. In conducting their analysis, the Bernsteinian concept of 
Classification was used to examine the relationship between each of the strands and 
the concept of Framing was used to examine the control of pedagogy. Exley et al. used 
a continuum to represent Weaker and Stronger Classification of content knowledge 
(vertical axis) and Framing of pedagogy (horizontal axis) as shown in Figure 3.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3 Classification and Framing continuums (Exley et al. 2016, pp.105).  
These continuums were then combined to create a Cartesian plane with four quadrants, 
with Framing on the y axis and Classification on the x axis (see Figure 3.4 below) 
Figure 3.4 Diagram representing four possible orientations to pedagogic codes. 
(Exley e al. 2016, pp105). 
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 In terms of this study, the Parker (1994) grid provided the groundwork for 
the two coordinate system of analysis. The Exley et al. (2016) grid provided the basis 
for the four quartile representation of Classification and Framing. From the inspiration 
provided by these two theorists a grid was adapted for use with this study (See Figure 
3.5 below).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.5 Adaptation of Exley’s (2016) Diagram, describing Classification of disciplinary subject 
roles in and Framing of control over pedagogy of NAPLAN preparation. 
 In the adapted diagram above (Figure 3.5), each quadrant represents a 
different degree of Classification of disciplinary subject roles in and Framing of 
control of pedagogy over NAPLAN preparation.  The upper left quadrant represents a 
‘Weakly Classified’ and ‘Strongly Framed’ school context. The upper left quadrant 
represents a school where responsibility for NAPLAN testing is distributed over the 
school faculties, but where the administration have almost total control over how 
NAPLAN preparation should occur.  
 The upper right quadrant represents Strongly Classified and Strongly 
Framed school contexts. A Strongly Classified and Strongly Framed context represents 
a school in which only one or two departments or individuals would be responsible for 
NAPLAN preparation, and this is heavily dictated from school administration. 
 The lower left quadrant represents a Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed 
school context. A Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed school is a school in which 
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many or all teachers and departments share responsibility for NAPLAN testing and 
preparation. In this context, control over NAPLAN preparation rests mainly with the 
individual teachers, and is very decentralised. 
The lower right quadrant, represents a Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed 
school context. In a Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed school only a few 
departments or individuals are responsible for NAPLAN preparation. Control of how 
NAPLAN is administered or prepared for is distributed and not centrally controlled, 
or not strongly controlled. 
The axes above were then used to combine the theoretical frameworks of both 
Ajzen and Bernstein. After descriptive statistics and correlations had been calculated 
in the first phase of analysis (See Chapter 5) participants were separated into quartiles 
based on a sum of their mean score for each of the three subscales in the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour. This score represented likelihood to engage with NAPLAN 
testing. Those with a higher score were considered to have more positive attitudes 
towards NAPLAN testing and thus were more likely to engage. Likewise, those with 
lower scores were considered to have more negative attitudes towards NAPLAN 
testing and thus were less likely to engage. The upper and lower quartiles of 
participants were then used in the final phase of analysis to examine the relationship 
between positive and negative attitudes in concert with school social control context 
provided by Bernstein’s Code Theory. These responses were placed into the relevant 
quadrants of the axes shown in Figure 3.5. This represents the combination of both 
Ajzen and Bernstein’s theories, and allowed this research to answer the second 
research question, providing rich data about the relationship between the social control 
context of school community and teacher attitudes. 
3.4 OVERVIEW 
This chapter explored the theoretical framework used in this study. Section 3.1 
reviewed the work of Icek Ajzen and his Theory of Planned Behaviour. Section 3.2 
reviewed the work of Basil Bernstein and the development of his theories of social 
control systems. Finally, section 3.3 explained how these theories were linked in the 
specific context of this study. In the following chapter – Chapter 4 – the research 
design for this study will be explored. 
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Chapter 4: Research design 
This chapter describes the research design adopted to achieve the aims and 
process objectives stated in Section 1.4 of Chapter One, that is, to answer the following 
research questions: 
 
1) In the current high-stakes testing era, what are secondary 
school teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes 
standardised literacy tests? 
 
2) What do secondary school teachers’ accounts of their 
engagement with high-stakes standardised literacy 
tests say about the relationship between the social 
control context of school community and teacher 
attitudes? 
 
Section 4.1 discusses the methodology used in this study and the stages by which this 
methodology was implemented; Section 4.2 discusses the ethical considerations of the 
research, Section 4.3 details the participants in the study; Section 4.4 describes the 
instruments used in the study; Section 4.5 discusses how the data analysis will be 
undertaken; finally, Section 4.6 concludes with an overview of this chapter. 
 
4.1 METHODOLOGY 
Having established in the literature that teacher participation in educational 
policy is critical for its success, it is therefore appropriate that this study takes the 
position that knowledge is socially constructed. The constructivist epistemology posits 
that knowledge is constructed through lived experiences and interactions with other 
members of society (Guba, 2011). This research also supports the belief that for 
knowledge to be representative of reality, both individual and collective 
reconstructions that coalesce towards consensus is required (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). 
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This belief, a key tenant of constructivism, is demonstrated through the use of 
questionnaires administered to individual educational practitioners, but combined and 
analysed to work towards findings - working thus both individually and collectively 
towards consensus. 
The constructivist epistemology used in this study is also used by the theorists 
whose methods will be used, namely Icek Ajzen and Basil Bernstein. Ajzen’s Theory 
of Planned Behaviour is constructivist in that it describes knowledge that is dependent 
on individual experiences (through Attitude and Perceived Behavioural Control) as 
well as social interactions (Subjective Norms). Bernstein’s concepts of Classification 
and Framing necessarily require both the lived experiences of the participant and the 
Classification and Framing of the society in which they act. Therefore, both of these 
theories may be described as constructivist. As this study examined teacher accounts 
of their attitudes and their engagement with NAPLAN in their school context, then this 
epistemology fits well. This study examined teacher accounts of their attitudes towards 
and engagement with high-stakes standardised testing, and the relationship between 
the social control context of school community and teacher attitudes. 
My study adopted a survey design method (Creswell, 2012), based on the work 
of Icek Ajzen, adapting an existing survey instrument created by Pierce and Chick 
(2011). The choice of Survey method allowed for responses from a range of 
geographic and socio-economic contexts, increasing the results to be more 
representative of the teaching community (Creswell, 2012). Additionally, surveys are 
able to be administered in a short period of time, are economical, and are able to reach 
a geographically dispersed population (Creswell, 2012). Survey method has 
weaknesses however, in that it provides only a snapshot of the situation at a certain 
point in time, and additionally, some variables of interest may not be measureable by 
this method (Gable, 1994). This research has attempted to address this weakness by 
including qualitative open-ended questions which aim to provide details about the 
context surrounding a participant’s responses. A final consideration in choosing 
Survey method was that the Theory of Planned Behaviour is assessed by the use of 
survey methodology (Ajzen, 1991), thus necessitating the use of survey methods.  
In terms of the reliability and validity of this research design, consideration 
was made to address issues such as response bias, and ‘item subtlety’ – which Holden 
and Jackson (1979) define as “the degree to which respondents are unaware of what 
specific traits various items measure” (p 461.) The use of a survey which had been 
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previously tested speaks to its reliability. Additionally, the use of correlational and 
descriptive statistics in the analysis phase helped to ensure reliability. In terms of 
validity, email survey often has low response rates (Creswell, 2012). This research was 
utilised a professional organisation to help distribute the survey ensuring that it reached 
a larger audience of professionals to allow for higher response rates.  
4.2 ETHICS 
Ethical clearance was sought from the relative authorities before the 
commencement of data collection. This study was considered a low-risk study 
according the Health and Medical Research Council Chapter 2.1 Risk and Benefit 
guidelines, as used by QUT: 
 
The expression ‘low risk research’ describes 
research where the only foreseeable risk is one of 
discomfort. 
      (NHMRC, 2014) 
Due to the use of a professional organisation (the ETAQ) in distributing the 
survey link to participants who choose whether or not to participate, the only perceived 
risk was an inconvenience of time. Additionally, as all are experts in their field, and as 
the survey was conducted via the ETAQ, no permissions needed to be sought from 
schools or supervising bodies. Copies of ethics documentation may be found in 
Appendices I through K.  
 
4.3 PARTICIPANTS 
Participants in this study were drawn from a population of Queensland secondary 
school English teachers who had a likelihood of being involved with preparing 
students for NAPLAN in their schools.  Sampling was conducted using nonprobability 
purposive expert sampling (Trochim, 2006) through the English Teachers Association 
of Queensland (ETAQ). ETAQ is a professional association of just under 500 members 
which provides support and advocacy for secondary school English teachers in 
Queensland (ETAQ, 2014).   
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Purposive expert sampling was appropriate to this study as the content of the 
questionnaire required that the participant be familiar with NAPLAN testing from a 
teaching perspective, therefore the use of expert sampling was required. I chose to 
focus on secondary school English teachers as they have close contact with students 
who participate in NAPLAN testing, as well as familiarity with the NAPLAN testing 
regime. In addition, teachers of English are generally perceived by the public and 
parents of students as the teachers with the most responsibility for delivering lessons 
about literacy (ETANSW, 2011; Faulkner, et al. 2012) – one of the key focus areas of 
NAPLAN testing (ACARA, 2011). As such, secondary school English teachers would 
be well positioned with particular knowledge of NAPLAN testing, enabling them to 
comment on their attitudes towards it.  I also chose to focus on English teachers rather 
than a variety of teachers in order to narrow this study’s focus. In the 2011 work by 
Pierce and Chick, one of the reported findings was a lack of teacher statistical literacy 
in interpreting NAPLAN data. It seemed productive then to narrow the study, and trial 
responses from teachers of English alone. However, this study may equally be used 
for teachers of other subject areas. 
I aimed to have respondents from a variety of secondary schools – including 
government and independent schools – in order to ensure a diversity of responses and 
provide a valid representation of English teachers across Queensland.  
Dates for the data collection phase of the survey were chosen based around term 
dates for state schools to achieve the highest possible response from participants. The 
timing of this study was aimed to tie in with NAPLAN testing and the release of results 
for the 2015 round of testing. This was to ensure that the procedures and stresses of 
testing would be forefront in the minds of the participants.  
Participants were solicited via email mail out and given a month in which to 
complete the survey. At the end of the month, participants were then sent a reminder 
email again via ETAQ mail out, which gave a two week extension to the original 
deadline. At the end of this extension time, 34 responses had been received. Of these, 
3 responses contained only 3 or 4 answers out of 36 items. These responses were 
ignored for the purposes of quantitative analysis, as detailed in Chapter Five. 
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4.4 INSTRUMENTS 
A questionnaire containing two sections conducted via QUT’s Key Survey was 
distributed via e-mail link to members of the ETAQ. 
The questionnaire contained two distinct sections. The first section contained 
items based on Pierce and Chick’s (2011) adaptation of Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of 
Planned Behaviour, and responses were recorded using Likert-type items. The purpose 
of this first section was to establish each participant’s attitude towards standardised 
high-stakes testing and their intention to engage with the testing regime.  
The second section of the questionnaire involved open ended questions regarding the 
context of each participating teacher’s school environment. The questions in this 
section were based on the work of Basil Bernstein (2000) and were used to establish 
the degrees of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of 
control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation.  
 
4.4.1 Section 1: Likert-type items 
The questionnaire’s first section contained items based on Ajzen’s (1991) 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), based on the survey items of Pierce and Chick’s 
(2011) work on NAPLAN and teacher attitudes. There were 30 items in total in section 
one, each consisting of a statement to which the participants indicated their level of 
agreement on a 5-point Likert scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.  Likert 
items were categorised into subscales based on their association with concepts within 
the Theory of Planned Behaviour. This included; 1. Attitude (13 items), 2. Subjective 
Norms (4 items), and 3. Perceived Behavioural Control (13 items). To expand, these 
subscales entailed attitude towards an activity or concept, the subjective norms of 
society and peers towards that activity or concept, and the perceived behavioural 
control that the participant believes they have over their ability to engage in the activity 
or concept. Taken together, these subscales helped to predict a participant’s intention 
to engage with an activity or event, that is, engagement with NAPLAN data and testing 
(Ajzen, 1991). As the behaviour being investigated was ‘Engagement with NAPLAN 
testing’, items were adapted from the work of Pierce and Chick (2011) to suit this 
context. This minor adaptation changed only one word in the items that were changed. 
‘Data’ in the Pierce and Chick (2011) instrument was changed to ‘testing’ in this 
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research, thus preserving the integrity of the instrument. The items are recorded below 
in Table 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. 
Table 4.1 Survey items of the attitude subscale. 
Item Statement 
A1 NAPLAN testing is helpful in grouping students. 
A2 NAPLAN testing is helpful in planning instruction. 
A3 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying weak students. 
A4 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying topics of the curriculum that 
need attention in our school. 
A5 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ misconceptions. 
A6 NAPLAN testing reflects what my students understand. 
A7 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ knowledge. 
A8 I think that it is important that I have access to NAPLAN testing data 
from my own students. 
A9 I think my school should make more use of NAPLAN testing that it does 
now. 
A10 I want to make more use of NAPLAN testing than I do now. 
A11 NAPLAN testing is not directly relevant to my teaching. 
A12 NAPLAN testing doesn’t tell me anything that I don’t already know about 
my students. 
A13 NAPLAN testing doesn’t reflect my students’ capabilities. 
* Items A11, A12 and A13 were reverse coded. In these cases disagreement was the 
more positive response. 
 
 
* Item SN4 was reverse coded. In this case, disagreement is the more positive response 
Table 4.2 Survey items of the Subjective Norm subscale 
Item Statement 
SN1 The leadership team at my school expect me to closely analyse my 
students NAPLAN results 
SN2 Most of my students’ parents expect that I am familiar with their child’s 
NAPLAN result. 
SN3 Most of my students’ parents expect that I have a working knowledge of 
our school’s NAPLAN results. 
SN4 Other teachers whom I respect take little notice of our school’s NAPLAN 
testing data 
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Table 4.3: Survey items of the Perceived Behavioural Control subscale 
Item Statement 
BC1 NAPLAN reports are all easy to understand 
BC2 I have access to NAPLAN testing data in a form that allows me to get the results and 
analyses that I require. 
BC3 I am given NAPLAN reports. 
BC4 I can easily analyse the NAPLAN testing data. 
BC5 The NAPLAN reports which parents receive are easy to understand. 
BC6 The NAPLAN reports which teachers at our school see are easy to understand. 
BC7 I am confident that I understand the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data. 
BC8 Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics teachers, are able to understand the 
NAPLAN reports. 
BC9 Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics teachers, are able to understand the 
statistical analysis of NAPLAN data. 
BC10 I wish I had guidance on how to interpret NAPLAN data. 
BC11 I don’t have enough time to study the NAPLAN data. 
BC12 I am not sure how to make sense of the NAPLAN reports. 
BC13 I am not sure how to use NAPLAN data to inform my teaching of a particular topic. 
* Items BC11, BC12 and BC13 were reverse coded. In these cases disagreement is the more 
positive response. 
 
4.4.1 Section 2: Open-ended questions 
In the second section of the survey, participants were invited to respond to six 
open-ended questions. The aim of these questions was to expose the underlying 
structures of power and control in a participant’s school context, to examine the 
relationship between the social control context and teacher attitudes towards 
NAPLAN. These survey questions were drawn from the theoretical framework of 
Basil Bernstein (2000). Three of the questions (C1, C2 and C3) aimed to identify the 
power of disciplinary subjects in regard to NAPLAN preparation. As discussed in 
Chapter 3, Classification refers to the strength of the relationship between categories. 
In the context of this study, Classification refers to the relationship – either Very Weak 
[--C], Weak [-C], Strong [+C], or Very Strong [++C] between the various school 
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departments given responsibility over NAPLAN preparation. For example, 
responsibility for NAPLAN Literacy preparation may lie solely with the English 
department (Strongly Classified), or it may be across departments, utilising a whole 
school approach (Weakly Classified).  
 The next three questions (F1, F2 and F3) explored the Framing of the control 
of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. Framing refers to the locus of control of the 
selection, sequencing, pacing and criteria of the knowledge to be acquired (Bernstein, 
2000). As discussed in Chapter 3, Framing in this study may describe the relationship 
– either (Very Weak [--F], Weak [-F] Strong [+F], or Very Strong [++F]) between a 
school’s administration, and the teaching staff in relation to control of NAPLAN 
testing. For example, one person within the school administration may dictate the 
structure of pedagogy in preparation for NAPLAN testing in a school (Strongly 
Framed), or each teacher may decide the structure of pedagogy in preparation for 
NAPLAN in their classrooms (Weakly Framed). This research investigated whether 
control occurs in a strict hierarchy, where administration staff dictate how preparing 
for the Literacy component of NAPLAN will be conducted, or whether the 
administration collaborates with teaching staff. This section will outline the collected 
data, and review the methods used to analyse it. The items for the second section of 
the questionnaire can be seen below in Table 4.4. 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.4 Survey items to determine Framing and Classification of the school context 
Item Question  
C1 How does your school prepare for NAPLAN testing? 
C2 Who is responsible for NAPLAN preparation at your school? 
F1 How much control do individual teachers have over NAPLAN preparation? 
F2 How much control does the administration have over NAPLAN preparation? 
F3 When NAPLAN results are published, how are these results relayed to you? 
C3 How much do different departments in your school work together for NAPLAN? 
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4.5 ANALYSIS 
 Analysis was conducted for each of the sections of the survey instrument 
separately, and then combined to consider the correlation of the two. The first section 
involving the use of 5-point Likert-type items was scored from 1-5 based on how much 
the participant agrees or disagrees with a statement (1 being Strongly Disagree, and 5 
being Strongly Agree). Data analysis for these items was based on the work of Pierce 
and Chick (2011) which was itself based on the guidance of Francis et al. (2004) in the 
creation and analysis of surveys based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 
1991). Results were tabulated and grouped according to their subscales in the Theory 
of Planned Behaviour – that is, Attitude towards a behaviour (A) Subjective Norms 
(SN) and Perceived Behavioural Control (BC). After results were tabulated, 
descriptive statistical analyses were conducted using the statistics program SPSS, with 
frequency results rounded to the nearest tenth of a percentage point.   
 As in Pierce and Chick’s (2011) analysis, correlation between variables were 
calculated. These calculations used Pearson’s correlation with one-tailed hypothesis 
testing to determine any correlations between each of the items individually, and the 
subscales as a whole. Using Chi-square analysis to determine significance of 
relationships is suggested for Likert-type items (Boone & Boone, 2012; Pierce & 
Chick, 2011; Wetcher-Hendricks, 2011), however, Chi-Square analysis would have 
been inappropriate as the sample size was too small. Chi-Square analysis should be 
used when sample sizes are over 1000 (McDonald, 2014).  Pearson’s correlation was 
much more suited to this type of analysis, where variables were measured in intervals 
and followed a generally normal pattern of distribution (Field, 2005). Significance 
levels were set at p=0.05 which is the standard level of significance in most 
quantitative studies (Creswell, 2012). After these descriptive statistics and correlations 
had been calculated, participants were separated into quartiles based on a sum of their 
mean score for each of the three subscales. This score represented likelihood to engage 
with NAPLAN testing. Those with a higher score were considered to have more 
positive attitudes towards NAPLAN testing and thus were more likely to engage. 
Likewise, those with lower scores were considered to have more negative attitudes 
towards NAPLAN testing and thus were less likely to engage. The upper and lower 
quartiles of participants were then used in the final phase of analysis to examine the 
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relationship between a school social control context and the formation of attitudes in 
concert with Bernstein’s Code Theory.  
 In the second section of the survey, participants were invited to respond to six 
open-ended questions. The aim of these questions was to expose the underlying 
structures of power and control in a participant’s school context, to examine how this 
might relate to attitudes of teachers towards NAPLAN. Responses to the open ended 
questions were analysed for themes hermeneutically, reflecting the emphasis on 
constructivist interpretations of reality: Guba (1990) argued that methodology must be 
hermeneutical based on dialectics. In his work he argues that individual constructions 
of reality are refined through hermeneutic processes and contrasted dialectically in 
order to generate constructions with substantial consensus.  
 
 A coding device was adapted from the work of Hoadley (2005), who, in a 
doctoral study on pedagogy of teachers in South African schools, used a Bernsteinian 
framework of Classification and Framing to describe curriculum delivery. This coding 
device was adapted after an initial read of the participants’ responses, thus displaying 
the hermeneutic construction of this analysis. This initial reading provided guidelines 
which informed the coding framework. An example of the coding device used in this 
research is included below (see Figure 4.1 and 4.2 below). Key words or phrases were 
identified which signified strength of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects 
and Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. An example of key 
words for Classification were words such as ‘whole-school approach’ or ‘English 
only’.  These were assigned to their respective Classification or Framing (either 
Stronger or Weaker – in this example, whole school approach would indicate weaker 
framing, and ‘English only’ would indicate stronger framing). Examples of key words 
for Framing were words such as ‘Admin have full control’. In this Framing example, 
these words would assign this participant to a Strongly Framed context. At the end of 
the hermeneutic cycles, emerging themes were reported, and participants’ school 
contexts were categorised into those which display similar Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects and Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation.  
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Figure 4.1 – Coding device used for analysing participant responses in Item C1  
Item C1  --C -C +C ++C 
In describing 
how the 
school 
prepares for 
NAPLAN, 
participant 
responses 
detail: 
 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
All departments are equally 
responsible, or have a whole-
school approach to NAPLAN.  
Departments apart from 
English are also responsible  
English departments are mostly 
responsible 
English department is solely 
responsible, or is the only 
department discussed as being 
responsible 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Phrases are used such as 
‘Whole school approach’  
OR 
 Preparation consists of testing 
for familiarity with NAPLAN 
format only. 
 Only Staff Professional 
Development 
 Substantial referencing of 
interactions between subject 
areas other than English  
 Other subject areas may be 
referenced, but meaning is clear that 
responsibility for coordination lies 
with the English department 
 There is very little or no 
referencing of other subject areas 
Figure 4.2 – Coding device used for analysing participant responses in Item F1 
Item F1  --F -F +F ++F 
In describing how 
much control an 
individual teacher 
has over NAPLAN 
preparation,  
participant responses 
detail: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
Teachers have little control Teachers have some control Mostly controlled by teachers Always or almost always 
controlled by teachers 
Example 
from the 
data 
 The selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge 
of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is almost always 
determined by the 
administration. Teachers 
are rarely able to prepare 
students for NAPLAN in 
their own way.  
 The selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge of 
NAPLAN and data reporting 
is determined by the 
administration most of the 
time. On a few occasions 
teachers are able to vary 
preparation according to 
learner needs. 
 Teachers have the opportunity to 
vary the selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting some of the time. Some 
teacher suggestions are accepted, or 
administration alters selection 
according to teacher input 
 Teachers often make decisions 
around the selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge of 
NAPLAN and data reporting. 
They are given opportunities to 
determine the nature of 
NAPLAN preparation delivery. 
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 In the next stage of analysis, participant responses were recorded on an axis developed 
to represent visually strength of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and Framing 
of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. Parker’s (1994) and Exley et al.’s (2016) 
diagrams (as detailed in Section 3.3) were adapted to suit the requirements of this study. Each 
participant’s responses to section two of the questionnaire were represented on a single line 
axis where the left hand side represented weaker Classification (above the line) and Framing 
(below the line) and the right hand side represented stronger Classification (above the line) and 
Framing (below the line). To aid visualisation, both Classification and Framing were 
represented on the same axis, with Classification on top in orange, and Framing on the bottom 
in green (see Figure 4.5 below). The ‘+’ symbol represents Strong Classification or Framing 
and ‘++’ represents a Very Strong Classification or Framing. Likewise, the ‘–’ represents Weak 
Classification or Framing and ‘- -’ represents a Very Weak Classification or Framing. An 
example mapping of one participant is shown below in figure 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5 – Participant Classification and Framing Axis 
The Cartesian plane diagram below in Figure 4.6 – adapted from Exley et al. (2016) as 
described in Section 3.3 – was then used to describe a participants’ context in regards to 
Classification of curriculum area participation and Framing of control over NAPLAN 
preparation.  
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Figure 4.6 Axes of Classification of power of disciplinary subject roles in and Framing of control over 
NAPLAN preparation  
In the figure above, as in Exley et al.’s (2016) study, four quadrants are separated by two 
intersecting axes – the x axis of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the y axis 
represents Framing of control of pedagogy.  
Each participant’s axis was then examined and a determination was made as to whether 
Framing and Classification was either Stronger or Weaker, and this was then placed in their 
respective quadrant. For example, in the case of Figure 4.5, it was determined that this 
participant was in a school context which had Weaker Framing and Weaker Classification. This 
participant was placed in the lower left quadrant, as shown below in Figure 4.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7 Participant degree of Classification and Framing axis and indicated quadrant placement. 
Stronger Classification 
of power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
 
Stronger Framing of 
control over NAPLAN 
preparation 
 
Weaker Classification 
of power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
 
Stronger Framing of 
control over NAPLAN 
preparation 
Weaker Classification 
of power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
 
Weaker Framing of 
control over NAPLAN 
preparation 
 
Stronger Classification 
of power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
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control over NAPLAN 
preparation 
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For participants whose responses displayed tension between items, careful analysis was 
undertaken, again referring back to heuristic and dialectic methods. Their responses were 
looked at holistically and when compared to the criteria of the coding device a decision was 
made as to where to place them. Some participants did not fit within quadrants neatly, and these 
and all other participant responses which exhibited tension are detailed in section 6.3.  
The final stage in analysis was the combination of both the quantitative and qualitative 
analyses of participant data. Participants who were identified in the first phase of analysis as 
being more or less likely to engage with NAPLAN (the upper and lower quartile responses) 
were placed in context with each other and their school Classification and Framing codes, on 
the adapted axes shown in Figure 4.6. An example of this is described below in Figure 4.8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.8 – Participants from upper and lower quartiles placed in Axes of Classification of power of 
disciplinary subject roles in and Framing of control over NAPLAN preparation  
For the axes above (Figure 4.8), the green numbers represent participants who are more 
likely to engage with NAPLAN. The red numbers represent participants who are less likely to 
engage with NAPLAN. Placing these participants in their Classification and Framing contexts 
enabled this research to examine commonalities which occurred between those participants 
with similar contexts. These commonalities and any other observations were discussed and can 
be read in Section 6.3.3 
1, 12, 18, 28  6, 26, 30 
8, 17,21 20 
F 
F 
C C 
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4.6 OVERVIEW 
 
This chapter described the research design adopted to achieve the aims and process 
objectives stated in Section 1.4 of Chapter One. Section 4.1 discussed the methodology used 
in this study and the stages by which this methodology was implemented; Section 4.2 discussed 
the ethical considerations of the research. Section 4.3 detailed the participants in the study; 
Section 4.4 described the instruments used in the study; Section 4.5 discussed how the data 
analysis was undertaken; finally, Section 4.6 provided an overview. The next chapter of this 
study will discuss the data analysis of the quantitative phase of research. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Chapter 5: Quantitative Data Analysis 57 
Chapter 5: Quantitative Data Analysis 
This chapter details the results of the first section of the email survey sent to members of 
the ETAQ. As detailed in Chapter Four, Research Design, the first section of the survey dealt 
with responses to a series of Likert style questions, which were adapted from an Instrument 
created by Pierce and Chick (2011) based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour by Icek Ajzen 
(1991). The first section of this chapter will detail the results of the Likert style questions, 
dividing each section up into its relevant subscale. These subscales are: 1. Attitude (5.1); 2. 
Subjective Norms (5.2); and 3. Perceived Behavioural Control (5.3). Section 5.4 will detail the 
analyses of the three subscales as a whole. Section 5.5 will compare and contrast the research 
of Pierce and Chick (2011) with the current research. Section 5.6 will reflect on this research in 
the context of the body of literature discussed in Chapter Two. Section 5.7 will explore how the 
variable of engagement will be addressed by this research, and Section 5.8 will conclude with 
an overview of this chapter.  
Responses to Likert-type questions 
In total, 34 participants responded to the survey. As email invitations were sent to all 
members of ETAQ’s mailing list of almost 500 members, this sample represents approximately 
7% of their total membership. A 7% response is consistent with the low levels of response to 
surveys with invitations via email (Creswell, 2012). Not all of the participants answered all 
questions, with questions towards the end of the survey being the least answered. In conducting 
an analysis on the collected Likert scale data, the data entry and analysis program SPSS was 
utilised.  Descriptive statistical analysis was conducted and correlations were examined using 
one-tailed hypothesis testing. The results of these are discussed in the following sections. For 
reference, a codebook was used, detailing item descriptions, types of variables and possible 
responses. This can be found in Appendix B 
 
Missing Data 
The distribution of missing data can be reflected in Table 5.1. Three cases contained 
missing results for 20-25 questions out of 30, therefore, the decision was made to delete these 
cases because they did not hold enough data that would add to the study. The omission of these 
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cases could be explained by a participant clicking the survey link, but choosing not to complete 
the survey. Additionally, this attrition could also be due to survey fatigue (Lavrakas, 2008).  
Table 5.1. Missing data case summary 
Missing (#) Frequency Percent (%) 
0 26 76.5 
1 3 8.8 
2 1 2.9 
5 1 2.9 
20 2 5.9 
25 1 2.9 
Total 34 100.0 
 
With regard to cases with missing responses, in 1 case a participant had 5 missing 
responses, 1 case had 2 missing responses, and 3 cases featured only 1 missing response. 
Twenty-Six cases had no missing data. The most commonly unanswered items occurred 
towards the end of section 1, Items relating to Perceived Behavioural Control - BC9, 10, 11, 12 
and 13 all had either 4 or 5 missing responses (see Table 5.2). There were a few cases where 
participants missed between 20 and 25 responses, however, as these are to be disregarded, then 
only 1 or 2 responses were missed for BC 9, 10, 11 12 and 13. Other than the observation that 
the missing responses to the items were towards the end of the survey, no other pattern of 
missing responses could be ascertained.  
 
 
 
 
 
 No other item had more than 5 missing responses. Within the whole data set, the number 
of missing responses totalled 72 out of a possible 1020 responses, representing approximately 
7% missing. This is within the 10-15% limit for unbiased research (Bennett, 2001; de Vaus, 
2014; Hertel, 1976). In the cases of these missing data, a complete case analysis has been 
conducted utilising SPSS, disregarding the responses which were missing, following 
recommended common practice (de Vaus, 2014).  
 
Table 5.2. Common missing responses 
BC9 BC10 BC11 BC12 BC13 
29 29 30 30 29 
5 5 4 4 5 
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5.1 SUBSCALE 1: ATTITUDE 
The first 13 questions (A1-A13) in the survey referred to the concept of attitude towards 
NAPLAN as a standardised test. Likert scale responses were scored on a 5-point Likert scale 
from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree), however items A11, A12 and A13 were 
reverse coded, from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree). Items on this subscale were 
tested for internal reliability using Cronbach’s alpha. Reliability is defined using common 
statistical guidelines of between 0.7 and 0.95 (Bland & Altman, 1997; Devillis, 2003). The use 
of cut-offs for Chronbach’s alpha was originally postulated by Nunnally (1978) to be acceptable 
at 0.7 in standard research, at 0.8 for applied or experimental treatments, and at .95 for applied 
settings where important decisions are made with respect to test scores (Nunally, 1978 p.245-
6) This subscale was found to have acceptable reliability (α=.853) for applied research.  
 Participants were asked if they considered if NAPLAN was helpful in grouping students 
(A1). It was found that 54.8% (n=17) of participants agreed that NAPLAN was helpful in 
grouping students, and several other participants (12.9%, n=4) Strongly Agreed with this 
statement. The average response rate was 96.8% with a standard deviation of 1.037. Overall, 
these results suggest that teachers see the worth of NAPLAN as a tool for knowing their 
learners, and that if used correctly, standardised testing can have benefits.  
For item A2, it was found that 48.4% (n=15) agreed that NAPLAN was helpful in 
planning instruction. This was in contrast to the 22.6% (n=7) of participants who Disagreed. 
The average response rate was 100%, with a standard deviation of 1.046. This result suggests 
that on the whole, teachers do see NAPLAN as a useful tool in their planning. Participants 
supported the idea (51.6% Agree n=16, 22.6% Strongly Agree n=7) that NAPLAN testing is 
useful for identifying weak students (A3). The average response rate was 100%, with a standard 
deviation of 1.131. This strongly positive result supports the previous two items in showing that 
teachers generally agree that NAPLAN can be used in their planning, and are willing to engage 
on that level. With regards to item A4 - NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying topics of the 
curriculum that need attention at their school – 67.7% (n=21) of participants Agreed, compared 
to only 16.1% (n=5) who Disagreed. The average response rate was 100%, with a standard 
deviation of .958, again reinforcing the notion that teachers believe NAPLAN can be used not 
only in classroom planning, but also in wider curriculum planning.  
The idea that NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ misconceptions (A5) 
was not supported by the data. Sixty-eight percent of participants were either Neutral, Disagreed 
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or Strongly Disagreed with this idea (n=9 Neutral, n=10 Disagree, n=2 Strongly Disagree) The 
average response rate was 100% and the standard deviation was .957. This result suggests that 
while teachers can see the worth of NAPLAN as a snapshot of whether a student is doing well, 
they are less convinced about the depth of data NAPLAN gives – specifically whether it shows 
exactly where a student is going wrong. As a point in time test, NAPLAN is able to give a 
situation report, however it is likely that teachers cannot rely solely on NAPLAN to diagnose a 
student’s misconceptions.  
Participants were divided (38.7% n=12 Agree, 35.5% n=11 Disagree) on whether 
NAPLAN testing reflected what their students understand (A6). The response rate for this item 
was 100%, with a standard deviation of 1.012. This result shows that there is a question of the 
validity of NAPLAN in giving an holistic view of a student and their knowledge, raising issues 
of construct relevance. Teachers acknowledge the worth of NAPLAN as a measure, but are less 
convinced of the results matching their experience of student knowledge. This may suggest the 
need for NAPLAN data to be published alongside student results for comparative purposes, or 
alternatively, review into the structure of NAPLAN testing to make it more correctly reflect the 
knowledge and understanding of the student.  
In an interesting contrast however, Forty-two percent (n=13) of participants Agreed that 
NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ knowledge (A7), while only 23.3% (n=7) 
Disagreed (n=4) or Strongly Disagreed (n=3). However, this should be considered against the 
fact that 32.3% of responses were Neutral (n=10). The average response rate for this item was 
96.8%, and the standard deviation was .995. This result seems to contradict the previous item, 
however knowledge and understanding are two separate concepts. As with any survey, the 
understandings of the participant in regard to terminology can differ between cases. This is an 
example of response bias, but specifically, ‘item subtlety’ – which Holden and Jackson (1979) 
define as “the degree to which respondents are unaware of what specific traits various items 
measure” (p 461.) It may be possible that participants see the concept of understanding as 
related to the ability of the student to problem solve, whereas knowledge may refer more to the 
subject specific languages of literacy and numeracy. As a standardised test, NAPLAN asks 
questions in certain formats. Thus, student understanding may not be reflected, but student 
knowledge of these formats may.  
Regarding attitudes towards the importance of NAPLAN and its use in schools, 
participant responses showed that they believed NAPLAN had a purpose, but were wary of its 
overuse. The data showed that participants believed it was important (80.7% Agree n=15 or 
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Strongly Agree n=10) to have access to the NAPLAN testing data (A8). The response rate for 
this item was 100%, with a standard deviation of .790. This tends to agree with items A1-3 in 
showing that teachers do see the importance of these tests, and therefore consider the data 
worthwhile. However, 45.2% either disagreed (n=11) or Strongly Disagreed (n=3) that their 
school should make more use of NAPLAN testing than currently (A9), while a further 32.3% 
(n=10) were Neutral. The average response rate for this item was 100% with a standard 
deviation of 1.117. This may show that while teachers will engage with the data provided, they 
are also wary of its overuse or abuse. This uncertainty was echoed when participants were asked 
whether they wanted to make more use of NAPLAN testing personally (A10), 61.3% were 
either Neutral (n=8), Disagreed (n=8) or Strongly Disagreed (n=3). Average response rate for 
item A10 was 100%, with a standard deviation of 1.169, again reinforcing the wariness of 
participants in regards to overuse or overreliance on NAPLAN data.  
Questions A11-13 were phrased negatively, and were reverse coded for reliability 
purposes. The majority of participants Disagreed 41.9% (n=13) or Strongly Disagreed 6.5% 
(n=2) (Neutral 29% n=9) that NAPLAN testing was not directly relevant to teaching (A11).  
The average response rate to this item was 91%, with a standard deviation of .973. Again this 
suggests that teachers do see NAPLAN as a tool which can be used in their pedagogy, although 
it does not comment on whether it is viewed positively or negatively.  
Opinions were divided (32.3% Disagree n=10, 22.6% Agree n=7, 25.8% Neutral n=8) as 
to whether participants felt NAPLAN testing doesn’t tell them anything that they didn’t already 
know about their students (A12). The average response rate for this item was 91%, with a 
standard deviation of 1.169. This suggests that attitudes towards NAPLAN may rely somewhat 
on how useful teachers view the testing. However, while opinions were divided for item A12, 
slightly more participants agreed 41.9% (n=13) or Strongly Agreed 9.7% (n=3) that NAPLAN 
testing did not reflect their students’ capabilities (A13). This seems to support the results from 
item A6, where a similar number (35.5% n=11 Disagree and 6.5% n=2 Strongly Disagree) of 
participants said that NAPLAN testing did not reflect their students’ understanding (See Table 
5.3).  
Ultimately, in terms of the subscale of attitude, participants of this survey expressed that while 
they considered NAPLAN testing to have uses, they were not convinced of its ability to 
accurately reflect the abilities and understandings of their students. Also evident was the desire 
to not make more use of data than currently. When putting these two findings together, this may 
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suggest a need to ensure that before requiring further use of data, steps should be taken to ensure 
that NAPLAN testing is accurately reflective of student capabilities.   
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* Statistics were calculated based on Likert Scale values of 5 (Strongly Agree), 4 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 2 (Disagree), 1 (Strongly Disagree), 
except in the case of A11, 12 and 13 where responses were reverse coded.  
Table 5.3 Items on the attitude subscale. 
Item Question 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(1) 
n (%) 
Disagree 
(2) 
n (%) 
Neutral 
(3) 
n (%) 
Agree 
(4) 
n (%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
(5) 
n (%) 
Mean 
µ 
SE 
Mean 
SD Skew Krt 
A1 NAPLAN testing is helpful in grouping students. 1 (3.3) 5 (16.1) 3 (9.7) 17 (54.8) 4 (12.9) 3.60 .189 1.037 -.882 .132 
A2 NAPLAN testing is helpful in planning instruction. 2 (6.5) 7 (22.6) 6 (19.4) 15 (48.4) 1 (3.2) 3.19 .188 1.046 -.600 -.691 
A3 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying weak students. 1 (3.2) 6 (19.4) 1 (3.2) 16 (51.6) 7 (22.6) 3.71 .203 1.131 -.857 -.218 
A4 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying topics of the curriculum 
that need attention in our school. 
1 (3.2) 5 (16.1) 2 (6.5) 21 (67.7) 2 (6.5) 3.58 .172 .958 -1.217 .758 
A5 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ 
misconceptions. 
2 (6.5) 10 (32.3) 9 (29.0) 10 (32.3) 0 (0.0) 2.87 .172 .957 -.215 -1.068 
A6 NAPLAN testing reflects what my students understand. 2 (6.5) 11 (35.5) 6 (19.4) 12 (38.7) 0 (0.0) 2.90 .182 1.012 -.208 -1.346 
A7 NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying students’ knowledge. 3 (9.7) 4 (12.9) 10 (32.3) 14 (41.9) 0 (0.0) 3.10 .182 .995 -.887 -.187 
A8 I think that it is important that I have access to NAPLAN testing 
data from my own students. 
0 (0.0) 1 (3.2) 5 (16.1) 15 (48.4) 10 (32.3) 4.10 .142 .790 -.612 .153 
A9 I think my school should make more use of NAPLAN testing that 
it does now. 
3 (9.7) 11 (35.5) 10 (32.3) 4 (12.9) 3 (9.7) 2.77 .201 1.117 .478 -.279 
A10 I want to make more use of NAPLAN testing than I do now. 3 (9.7) 8 (25.8) 8 (25.8) 9 (29.0) 3 (9.7) 3.03 .210 1.169 -.066 -.855 
A11 NAPLAN testing is not directly relevant to my teaching. 2 (6.5) 13 (41.9) 9 (29.0) 6 (19.4) 1 (3.2) 3.29 .175 .973 -.406 -.387 
A12 NAPLAN testing doesn’t tell me anything that I don’t already 
know about my students. 
2 (6.5) 10 (32.3) 8 (25.8) 7 (22.6) 4 (12.9) 2.97 .210 1.169 -.202 -.889 
A13 NAPLAN testing doesn’t reflect my students’ capabilities. 0 (0.0) 8 (25.8) 7 (22.6) 13 (41.9) 3 (9.7) 2.65 .177 .985 .125 -1.105 
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5.1.1 Correlational analysis: Attitude 
Correlational analyses were conducted for items A1-13 (refer to table 5.3). Significance 
levels were set at p=0.05, and one-tailed hypothesis testing was conducted. According to 
commonly used measures of effect size, a Pearson correlation (r) of ± .1 represents a small 
effect, ±.3 is a medium effect, and ± .5 is a large effect (Field, 2005).  
Results showed that there was a strong positive correlation between items A1, A2 and 
A3.  Those who said NAPLAN testing was helpful in grouping students, also responded 
positively to items A2 and A3, that it was also helpful in both planning instruction (r=.763) 
and identifying weak students (r=.668) (see table 5.4). This would suggest that in general, if 
teachers are convinced of the ability of NAPLAN to identify struggling students, they were 
more likely to view it as helpful and engage with the data when planning instruction.  
There was also a strong correlation (r=.556) with those participants who said NAPLAN 
testing was not relevant (A11) and those who said it did not tell them anything they didn’t 
already know (A13). This suggests that if a teacher is convinced that NAPLAN data doesn’t 
contain valuable information, then they are unlikely to see the relevance of the testing, thus 
developing a negative attitude towards the regime. In context with the above findings then, it 
seems of utmost importance to ensure NAPLAN testing data contains relevant information, 
and to convince teachers of this fact. This may lead to higher engagement with the data, in both 
teaching and planning. 
Table 5.4. Significant correlations between items on the Attitude subscale 
Item   A1 A2 A3 
A1 
NAPLAN testing is helpful in 
grouping students 
Pearson 
Correlation 
 .763** .668** 
Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 .000 
n  30 30 
r2  .58 .45 
A2 
NAPLAN testing is helpful in 
planning instruction. 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.763**  .556** 
Sig. (1-tailed) .000  .001 
n 30  31 
r2 .58  .31 
A3 
NAPLAN testing is useful for 
identifying weak students. 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.668** .556**  
Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .001  
n 30 31  
r2 .45 .31  
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 
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5.2 SUBSCALE 2: SUBJECTIVE NORMS 
Items 14-17 (SN1-SN4) referred to the concept of subjective norms, in which the 
societal pressures of the school environment were examined. Specifically, items asked about 
issues such as administrative or parental beliefs about the proper use of NAPLAN data, as 
well as the beliefs of respected teaching colleagues.   
Items on this subscale were tested for internal reliability using Cronbach’s alpha. This 
subscale was found to have a lower level of reliability (α=.575). This lower reliability score 
implies the items have a lower internal consistency than is generally accepted for social 
science research. Removing item 4 – which asks participants to consider the opinions of 
teachers whom they respect – from consideration takes the alpha to α=.662, which is still just 
below the threshold for accepted reliability for basic research (Nunally, 1978). However, as 
this is a survey instrument developed by Pierce and Chick (2011), for the sake of 
comparability, and as the overall survey instrument has an alpha of α=.786, this question has 
been retained.   
 
The majority (58.1% Agree n=18 and 22.6% Strongly Agree n=7) of participants 
reported that their school leadership expected them to closely analyse NAPLAN results 
(SN1). The average response rate to this item was 100%, with a standard deviation of .730. 
This result, which featured the smallest standard deviation on this instrument, indicates that 
there was a very clear perception on the part of teachers about the expectations of their 
administration. We can infer from this, that system wide, knowing NAPLAN data is a 
requirement of being a teacher in the eyes of school and departmental management, and there 
is pressure on teachers to ensure that they informed. When asked whether most of their 
students’ parents expected them to be familiar with their child’s NAPLAN results (SN2) 
participants were divided. A third Disagreed 32.3% (n=10), a third Agreed 32.3%, (n=10) 
and a further third were Neutral 29% (n=9). The average response rate for this item was 
100%, with a standard deviation of .966. This result sits in contrast to the previous item, and 
suggests that the perception of parental expectations regarding NAPLAN may differ 
depending on school context.  
 
When asked whether parents expected them to be familiar with their school’s 
NAPLAN results (SN3), this trend held, but slightly more Agreed (41.9% n=13). The average 
response rate for this item was 100% with a standard deviation of .946. This result suggests 
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that, as previously, school context may play a role in the construction of teacher beliefs over 
parental perception. There could also be other factors at play. As these results report teacher 
perceptions, it may be possible that a teacher sees their role as one that requires this 
knowledge, and therefore may assume that parents and the wider school community see their 
role that way. Additionally, it is not clear what involvement parents have in NAPLAN in 
different school contexts, and this may also play a part in the construction of teacher beliefs 
and attitudes towards NAPLAN.  
 
Over half (54.8% n=17) of participants responded that teachers they respected took 
little notice of NAPLAN data (SN4) with a further quarter (25.8% n=8) being Neutral on the 
subject while only 19.4% (n=6) of participants disagreed with this item. The average 
response rate to this item was 100%, with a standard deviation of .798 (See Table 5.5 below).  
These results show that teachers are quite aware of other teachers who take no notice, further, 
this implies that there are many schools which contain these teachers. The reasons as to why 
this may be is beyond the scope of this study, however, If we can postulate that if NAPLAN 
testing is considered relevant, and perceived by teachers to provide valuable data, these 
attitudes may change.   
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* Statistics were calculated based on Likert Scale values of 5 (Strongly Agree), 4 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 2 (Disagree), 1 (Strongly Disagree),  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.5. Items on the subjective norms subscale 
Item Question 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(1) 
n (%) 
Disagree 
(2) 
n (%) 
Neutral 
(3) 
n (%) 
Agree 
(4) 
n (%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
(5) 
n (%) 
Mean 
µ 
SE 
Mean 
SD Skew Krt 
SN1 The leadership team at my school expect me to closely analyse 
my students NAPLAN results 0 (0.0) 1 (3.2) 5 (16.1) 18 (58.1) 7 (22.6) 4.0 .131 .730 -.549 .683 
SN2 Most of my students’ parents expect that I am familiar with their 
child’s NAPLAN result. 
1 (3.2) 10 (32.3) 9 (29.0) 10 (32.3) 1 (3.2) 3.0 .174 .966 .000 -.894 
SN3 Most of my students’ parents expect that I have a working 
knowledge of our school’s NAPLAN results. 
1 (3.2) 7 (22.6) 9 (29.0) 13 (41.9) 1 (3.2) 3.19 .170 .946 -.413 -.602 
SN4 Other teachers whom I respect take little notice of our school’s 
NAPLAN testing data 
0 (0.0) 6 (19.4) 8 (25.8) 17 (54.8) 0 (0.0) 2.65 .143 .798 .752 -.985 
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5.2.1 Correlations: Subjective Norms 
Regarding responses to Subjective Norm items there was a strong correlation between 
items related to parental expectations, items SN1 and SN2 (r =.803). Participants who Agreed 
with the idea that most of their students’ parents expect that they were familiar with their 
child’s NAPLAN result, also Agreed that most of their students’ parents expected that they 
had a working knowledge of the school’s NAPLAN results (see table 5.6). 
 
 
5.3 SUBSCALE 3: PERCEIVED BEHAVIOURAL CONTROL 
Questions 18-30 (BC1-BC13) focused on the concept of Perceived Behavioural 
Control. Items on this subscale were tested for internal reliability using Cronbach’s alpha. 
This subscale was found to have reliability (α=.793). This reliability, while not as high as the 
attitude subscale, still falls within the acceptable range for standard research (Nunally, 1978).  
 
Participants were asked as to whether they thought NAPLAN reports were easy to 
understand (BC1). Responses varied as to the ease of reading the reports. Thirty-nine percent 
of participants Disagreed (n=12) or Strongly Disagreed 3.2% (n=1) that NAPLAN reports 
could be easily understood, while almost a third either Agreed 32.3% (n=10) or Strongly 
Agreed 3.2% (n=1). The average response rate for this item was 100% with a standard 
deviation of .998. This suggests that there is an issue with interpretation of NAPLAN reports. 
Pierce and Chick (2011) made reference to this and the challenges that teachers may have 
when interpreting the statistical data in NAPLAN reports. A lack of understanding of 
NAPLAN reports may lead to disengagement with or undervaluing of the NAPLAN regime. 
A slight majority of participants Agreed 45.2% (n=14) or Strongly Agreed 9.7% (n=3) that 
Table 5.6. Significant correlations between items on the subjective norms subscale 
Item   SN2 SN3 
SN2 Most of my students’ parents expect that 
I am familiar with their child’s 
NAPLAN result 
Pearson Correlation  .803** 
Sig (1-tailed)  .000 
n  31 
r2  .64 
SN3 Most of my students’ parents expect that 
I have a working knowledge of our 
school’s NAPLAN results. 
Pearson Correlation .803**  
Sig (1-tailed) .000  
n 31  
r2 .64  
** Indicates significance at the .01 level 
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they had access to NAPLAN data that allowed them to get the information they required 
(BC2). The average response rate to this item was 100% and the standard deviation was 
1.077. This suggests that teachers are able to access NAPLAN data, and that this is not a 
barrier to engagement.  
 
A similar number of participants responded (51.6% Agree n=16 or Strongly Agree 
6.5% n=2) that they were given NAPLAN reports (BC3). The average response rate to this 
item was 100% and the standard deviation was 1.050. Again, this result suggests that 
NAPLAN data reports are easily accessible, and for a majority of teachers, directly given to 
them. It can be seen, again, that access to NAPLAN reports is well within the control of 
teachers and is not a barrier to engagement. Approximately 29% (n= 9) of participants 
disagreed and 32.3% (n=10) agreed that analysing NAPLAN data was easy (BC4). The 
average response rate for this item was100%, and the standard deviation was .934. This result 
shows that there is a divide amongst teachers who perceive that they can analyse NAPLAN 
data and those who cannot. Chick and Pierce (2012;2013) have since gone on to examine 
some of the causes of this perceived lack of statistical ability, and have proposed training in 
statistical literacy to attempt to alleviate this situation.  
 
A slight majority of participants either Agreed 58.1% (n=18) or Strongly Agreed 
6.5% (n=2) that the NAPLAN reports which parents received were easy to understand (BC5). 
The average response rate for this item was 100%, and the standard deviation was .761. This 
suggests that while many teachers may not be able to easily analyse the NAPLAN data given 
to them, the NAPLAN data given to the parents is easier to understand. If these reports are 
easier to understand, perhaps it might be possible to simplify the reports that teachers are 
given as a step towards promoting engagement with NAPLAN data.  
 
Results were slightly different when participants were asked whether the NAPLAN 
reports which teachers received were easy to understand (BC6). A lower number of 
participants agreed 38.7% (n=12) or Strongly Agreed 6.5% (n=2) that this was the case. The 
average response rate to this item was 100% and the standard deviation was .956. Again, this 
points to the perceived disparity in ease of interpreting NAPLAN data. When asked whether 
they understood the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data (BC7), more participants Disagreed 
45.2% (n=14) or Strongly Disagreed 3.2% (n=1) than Agreed 29% (n=9). The average 
response rate for this item was 100%, and the standard deviation was 1.003. As Chick and 
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Pierce (2012; 2013) have suggested, this result shows that there is an issue regarding 
practitioner awareness of analytical and statistical methods in regards to NAPLAN. Along 
this line of reasoning, participants were asked whether they thought that most teachers, not 
just mathematics teachers, were able to understand NAPLAN reports (BC8). In response, 
only 25.8% (n=8) Agreed with this statement, with 45.2% (n=14) Disagreed, with a further 
29% (n=9) remaining Neutral.  The average response rate to this item was 100%, with a 
standard deviation of .833. Considering that the participants in this survey were English 
teachers, this may represent a perceptual bias, however, considering that a majority did 
disagree with this statement, this indicates that the understanding of statistical literacy is an 
issue to consider when concerned with promoting a sense of control or ownership over 
NAPLAN data, as suggested by Pierce and Chick (2011;2012;2013) and Pierce et al. (2014).  
 
Similar results were reported when participants were asked whether they thought most 
teachers, not just mathematics teachers, were able to understand the statistical analysis of 
NAPLAN data (BC9). The results in this case showed that more Disagreed 45.2% (n=14) or 
Strongly Disagreed 3.2% (n=1) with this idea, than Agreed 17.2% (n=5). The average 
response rate for this item was 93.5%, and the standard deviation was .820. The lower 
response rate for this item and the items following may be due to survey fatigue (Lavrakas, 
2008), or to surveys which were abandoned. These results again suggest that there is a 
perception among these English teachers that math teachers are better suited to successfully 
analyse and understand statistical analysis of NAPLAN data. Items BC10-12 were phrased 
negatively for reliability, and were reverse coded for analysis.  
 
When asked whether they would like guidance on how to interpret NAPLAN data 
(BC10), participants were divided. Twenty-nine percent (n=9) Disagreed, 22.6% (n=7) were 
Neutral and 29% (n=9) Agreed that they wanted more help interpreting the data. The average 
response rate for this item was 93.5% and the standard deviation was 1.066. This result seems 
to support the results of BC4, where participants were asked if they could easily analyse the 
NAPLAN data. This shows that respondents had a willingness to learn analysis and statistical 
literacy, if they were to be given the opportunity.  
 
One of the strongest results on the survey was found in responses to question BC11, ‘I 
don’t have enough time to study the NAPLAN data’.  Participant responses showed that only 
6.5% (n=2) Disagreed with this statement while 48.4% (n=15) Agreed and 25.8% (n=8) 
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responded that they Strongly Agreed. The average response rate to this item was 96.8%, and 
the standard deviation was .850. This result suggests that one of the primary pressures on 
teachers – and likely, one of the important factors in deciding whether teachers will engage 
with NAPLAN data – is workload. If teachers are at or beyond capacity in their roles already, 
they are unlikely to have extra time to engage with or attempt to increase understanding of 
NAPLAN testing or reporting.  
 
When asked to respond to the statement ‘I am unsure how to make sense of the 
NAPLAN reports’ (BC12), 48.4% (n=15) of participants reported that they Disagreed (n=15) 
or Strongly Disagreed 6.5% (n=2). The average response rate for this item was 96.8%, and 
the standard deviation was 1.061. Interestingly, more teachers responded that they were able 
to make sense of NAPLAN reports, than those that responded they were not confident in 
understanding the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data (BC7). This highlights again the need 
for either simplification of the analytical process or teacher training in statistical literacy. 
 
Finally, in BC13, where participants were asked if they were not sure how to use 
NAPLAN data to inform their teaching of a particular topic, 48.4% (n=15) Disagreed while 
only a few Agreed 16.1% (n=5) or Strongly Agreed 9.7% (n=3). The average response rate 
for this item was 93.5% with a standard deviation of 1.114 (See Table 5.7). This result seems 
to suggest that, despite earlier results, teachers are confident in using NAPLAN data in their 
pedagogy.  
 
Overall in the subscale of Perceived Behavioural Control, there are several themes 
emerging. Teachers have access to NAPLAN reports, but are more uncertain as to how 
statistical analysis of this data is performed. Likewise, this data presents a perception that 
non-mathematics teachers will have difficulty understanding the reports.  Finally, and most 
significantly, teachers feel that they do not have time to engage with NAPLAN data. 
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* Statistics were calculated based on Likert Scale values of 5 (Strongly Agree), 4 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 2 (Disagree), 1 (Strongly Disagree), 
except in the case of BC11, 12 and 13 where responses were reverse coded.
Table 5.7. Items on the Behavioural Control subscale 
Item Question 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(1) 
n (%) 
Disagree 
(2) 
n (%) 
Neutral 
(3) 
n (%) 
Agree 
(4) 
n (%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
(5) 
n (%) 
Mean 
µ 
SE 
Mean 
SD Skew Krt 
BC1 NAPLAN reports are all easy to understand 1 (3.2) 12 (38.7) 7 (22.6) 10 (32.3) 1 (3.2) 2.94 .179 .998 .136 -1.098 
BC2 
I have access to NAPLAN testing data in a form that allows 
me to get the results and analyses that I require. 
1 (3.2) 8 (25.8) 5 (16.1) 14 (45.2) 3 (9.7) 3.32 .193 1.077 -.362 -.890 
BC3 I am given NAPLAN reports. 2 6.5% 5 (16.1) 6 (19.4) 16 (51.6) 2 (6.5) 3.35 .189 1.050 -.788 -.118 
BC4 I can easily analyse the NAPLAN testing data. 0 (0.0) 9 (29.0) 10 (32.3) 10 (32.3) 2 (6.5) 3.16 .168 .934 .183 -.965 
BC5 
The NAPLAN reports which parents receive are easy to 
understand. 
0 (0.0) 3 (9.7) 8 (25.8) 18 (58.1) 2 (6.5) 3.61 .137 .761 -.652 .233 
BC6 
The NAPLAN reports which teachers at our school see are 
easy to understand. 
0 (0.0) 9 (29.0) 8 (25.8) 12 (38.7) 2 (6.5) 3.23 .172 .956 .003 -1.157 
BC7 
I am confident that I understand the statistical analysis of 
NAPLAN data. 
1 (3.2) 14 (45.2) 6 (19.4) 9 (29.0) 1 (3.2) 2.84 .180 1.003 .344 -1.052 
BC8 
Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics teachers, are 
able to understand the NAPLAN reports. 
0 (0.0) 14 (45.2) 9 (29.0) 8 (25.8) 0 (0.0) 2.81 .150 .833 .389 -1.454 
BC9 
Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics teachers, are 
able to understand the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data. 
1 (3.4) 14 (48.3) 9 (31.0) 5 (17.2) 0 (0.0) 2.62 .152 .820 .418 -.682 
BC10 I wish I had guidance on how to interpret NAPLAN data. 0 (0.0) 9 (31.0) 7 (24.1) 9 (31.0) 4 (13.8) 3.28 .198 1.066 .161 -1.232 
BC11 I don’t have enough time to study the NAPLAN data. 0 (0.0) 2 (6.7) 5 (16.7) 15 (50.0) 8 (26.7) 2.03 .155 .850 .655 .185 
BC12 I am not sure how to make sense of the NAPLAN reports. 2 (6.7) 15 (50.0) 6 (20.0) 5 (16.7) 2 (6.7) 3.33 .194 1.061 -.735 -.210 
BC13 
I am not sure how to use NAPLAN data to inform my 
teaching of a particular topic. 
1 (3.4) 15 (51.7) 5 (17.2) 5 (17.2) 3 (10.3) 3.21 .207 1.114 -.772 -.534 
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Table 5.8. Significant correlations between items on the Behavioural Control subscale 
Item   BC1 BC6 BC10 BC11 BC12 BC13 
BC1 NAPLAN reports are all easy to understand 
Pearson Correlation  .750** .148 .164 .141 .007 
Sig. (1-tailed)  .000 -.201 .194 .229 .487 
n 
r2 
 
31 
.56 
29 
.04 
30 
.03 
30 
.02 
29 
.00005 
BC6 
The NAPLAN reports which teachers at our school see are easy to 
understand. 
Pearson Correlation .750*  -.270 .160 .287 .179 
Sig. (1-tailed) .000  .079 .199 .062 .177 
n 
r2 
31 
.56 
 
29 
.07 
30 
.03 
30 
.08 
29 
.03 
BC10 I wish I had guidance on how to interpret NAPLAN data. 
Pearson Correlation -.201 -.270  -.553** -.704** -.620** 
Sig. (1-tailed) .148 .079  .001 .000 .000 
n 29 29  29 29 28 
r2 .04 .07  .31 .50 .38 
BC11 I don’t have enough time to study the NAPLAN data. 
Pearson Correlation .164 .160 -.553**  .637** .593** 
Sig. (1-tailed) .194 .199 .001 .000 .000 
n  30 30 29  30 29 
  r2 .03 .03 .31  .41 .35 
BC12 I am not sure how to make sense of the NAPLAN reports. 
Pearson Correlation .141 .287 -.704** .637**  .755** 
Sig. (1-tailed) .229 .062 .000 .000  .000 
n 
r2 
30 
.02 
30 
.08 
29 
.50 
30 
.41 
 
29 
.57 
BC13 
I am not sure how to use NAPLAN data to inform my teaching of a 
particular topic. 
Pearson Correlation .007 .179 -.620** .593** .755**  
Sig. (1-tailed) .487 .177 .000 .000 .000  
n 
r2 
293 
.00005 
29 
.03 
28 
.38 
29 
.35 
29 
.57 
 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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5.3.1 Correlations: Perceived Behavioural Controls 
Participants who agreed that NAPLAN test reports were easy to understand (BC1) also 
Agreed (r =.750, r2=.56) that they understood the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data (BC6). 
Conversely, there were also strong correlations between participants who Agreed they could 
not make sense of NAPLAN reports (BC12), and those who Agreed (r =.755, r2=.57) that 
they were unsure how to use NAPLAN data in their teaching (BC13). Strong negative 
correlations also existed between item BC10 (I wish I had guidance on how to interpret 
NAPLAN data) and items BC11 (r = -.553, r2=.31), BC12 (r = -.704, r2=.5) and BC13 (r = -
.620, r2=.38). The strongest correlation of these last three showed, perhaps not surprisingly, 
that those who wished they had guidance (BC10),were not sure how to make sense of the 
NAPLAN reports (BC12) (See Table 5.8 above).  
In all of these cases, we see that those who are able to analyse data require less support 
and are able to make use of NAPLAN data in their pedagogy. Conversely, those who 
couldn’t make sense of report or thought that the NAPLAN reports were not easy to 
understand, were those who required support. While these correlations are not necessarily eye 
opening, they expose a need for better education of teachers in statistical literacy, as well as a 
change in the delivery and packaging of NAPLAN reports to make them more approachable 
– thus hopefully increasing the perception of behavioural control and thus the likelihood of 
engagement with NAPLAN data.    
 
5.4 ANALYSING SUB-SCALES: ATTITUDE, SUBJECTIVE NORMS AND 
PERCEIVED BEHAVIOURAL CONTROL 
Likert items were categorised into sub-scales based on their association with concepts 
within the Theory of Planned Behaviour. This included; 1. Attitude, 2. Subjective Norms, and 
3. Perceived Behavioural Control. To expand, these entail attitude towards an activity or 
concept, the subjective norms of society and peers towards that activity or concept, and the 
perceived behavioural control that the participant believes they have over their ability to 
engage in the activity or concept. Taken together, these subscales can help to predict a 
participant’s intention to engage with an activity or event, that is, engagement with NAPLAN 
data and testing (Ajzen, 1991).  
Items A1-13 were added to the subscale, ‘Attitude’, Items SN1-4 were added to the 
subscale ‘Subjective Norms’ and items BC1-13 were added to the subscale ‘Behavioural 
Control’. Means (µ) were calculated for each. These results are shown in the graphs below. 
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Appendix C shows the distribution of the means for attitude. Appendix D shows the 
distribution for the means of Subjective Norms and Appendix E shows the distribution for 
means of Behavioural Controls. Mean scores were only calculated for those participants who 
had answered a minimum number of questions (11 out of 13 in the case of Attitude and 
Behavioural Control, and 3 out of 4 in the case of Subjective Norms). Missing data was 
excluded in accordance with the aforementioned processes.  
 
A summary of the main descriptive statistics for each subscale may be seen below in 
table 5.9.  This data shows that while attitude and subjective norms had the same mean 
response (µ = 3.21 in both cases), Behavioural control had a slightly lower response (µ = 
3.07), and slightly lower standard deviation (SD = .524). We could draw from this that of the 
three main predictors of engagement, behavioural control is having a slightly larger negative 
impact, however this conclusion is by no means definitive, as the mean is closer to the 
category of Neutral (3). Behavioural control data also reports the largest number of responses 
(n=13) with means of µ = 3 (Neutral) or lower (below µ = 2.5 – Disagree). This result may 
suggest that Participants in this survey felt a slight lack of control over NAPLAN data and 
testing. 
 
 
 
5.4.1 Correlations between subscales 
Correlational analyses were conducted for subscales of Attitude, Subjective Norms 
and Behavioural Controls. Significance levels were set at p=0.05, and one-tailed hypothesis 
testing was conducted. According to commonly used measures of effect size, a Pearson 
correlation of ± .1 represents a small effect, ±.3 is a medium effect and ± .5 is a large effect 
(Field, 2005). There were no significant correlations between any of the three subscales (See 
Table 5.10 below). 
 
Table 5.9. Descriptive statistics of subscales 
Subscale 
Mean 
µ 
Median Mode 
Standard 
Deviation 
Attitude 3.21 3.23 2.85 .62 
Subjective Norm 3.21 3.25 3.00 .57 
Behavioural Control 3.07 3.15 3.15 .52 
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** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 
 
5.5 COMPARING RESULTS 
As this survey instrument was taken from the work of Pierce and Chick (2011), it 
seems appropriate to make some comparisons between their research and this current 
research. Before doing this however, it should be acknowledged that this research involved 
31 participants whereas the Pierce and Chick (2011) research involved a population of 84 
participants. In terms of Attitude, Pierce and Chick noted that for item A6 – NAPLAN testing 
reflects what my students understand – the majority of respondents Agreed (48%). This 
research found the opposite. For item A6, a similar number of respondents Agreed (38.8%, 
n=12) and Disagreed (35.5%, n=11) while a further 6.5% Strongly Disagreed (n=2) that 
NAPLAN reflected their students’ knowledge. This may suggest changing perception of 
NAPLAN given more time has passed since its inception, or the use of a different schooling 
context. It should also be noted that Pierce and Chick’s (2011) survey included participants 
from both Math and English backgrounds, and may show a distinction between the 
perceptions of these groups of teachers. 
  
A contrast was provided by Item A9 – I think my school should make more use of 
NAPLAN testing than it does now. In the original study, 36% of participants Agreed with 
this statement, however in this research, 45.2% of participants Disagreed (n=11) or Strongly 
Table 5.10. Correlations between subscales 
  Attitude Subjective 
Norm 
Behavioural 
Control 
Attitude Pearson Correlation  -.241 .197 
Sig (1-tailed)  .096 .149 
n  31 30 
r2  .05 .03 
Subjective Norm Pearson Correlation -.241  .016 
Sig (1-tailed) .096  .467 
n 31  30 
r2 .05  .0003 
Behavioural Control Pearson Correlation .197 .016  
Sig (1-tailed) .149 .467  
n 30 30  
r2 .03 .0003  
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Disagreed (n=3) that the school should make more use of NAPLAN data.  This shift in 
perception may be indicative of an increased focus on the use and integration of NAPLAN 
data, and thus a push back against it. This is detailed in Harris et al (2013), a detailed 
summary of the impacts and consequences of NAPLAN testing. Harris et al, using data 
gathered by the Australian Principals Association, tells of an increased pressure felt by 
leaders, passed on to teachers to raise student performance with threat to their jobs, leads to 
absenteeism, cheating, and devaluing of teacher professionalism. It is not unreasonable then 
to see why suggestions of an increased use of NAPLAN data may be seen as unnecessary by 
teachers. 
 
One of the largest differences though was found in item A13. In the 2011 study, 
participants gave a negative response to the notion that NAPLAN doesn’t reflect their 
student’s capabilities (42% Disagree, 46% Neutral), whereas in the current study a majority 
either Agree 41.9% (n=13) or Strongly Agree 9.7% (n=3). These results may suggest a lack 
of trust in the validity of the test, and might be a reflection of a further five years of 
NAPLAN testing and reflection on the process. Alternatively, these results may be reflective 
of different foci in different states, specifically the difference between the Victorian context 
of Pierce and Chick (2011) and the Queensland context of this study.  
 
 In reporting the results of the Subjective Norms scale, Pierce and Chick (2011)’s 
results differed from this research in regards to item SN1 and SN4 around expectations and 
opinions of the school’s leadership team and other teachers. Whereas in the original survey, 
most of the participants responded that their leadership team did not expect them to closely 
analyse their students’ results (60% Disagree or Strongly Disagree), this research found that 
80.7% either Agree (n=18) or Strongly Agree (n=7) that they were. As above, this could 
reflect a changing attitude towards using data in educational institutions over the last five 
years (Harris et al. 2013).  
 
Of concern, was a contrast in the responses to item SN4, which asked participants 
whether teachers they respected took notice of NAPLAN data. In 2011 showed that 65% 
were either Neutral or Disagreed that teachers they respected took little notice of NAPLAN 
data. However, in this research, 54.8% (n=17) Agreed. An increase in the reported number of 
teachers who ignore NAPLAN data again raises the question of a possible push-back against 
NAPLAN owing to the increased high-stakes data-driven form of governance suggested not 
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only by Harris et al. (2013), but also by others such as Thompson (2013). Thompson’s 
research centred on the perspectives of Western Australian teachers and their experience of 
NAPLAN. His research included accounts where teachers deliberately ignore the NAPLAN 
suggested format in favour of differentiated content encouraging higher order thinking. 
Thompson’s research finished by concluding that most teachers surveyed had negative 
impressions of the effects of NAPLAN for a variety of reasons. The occurrence of negative 
impressions of NAPLAN is supported further in the literature and as detailed in chapter 2 by 
researcher Perrault (2000), who claims that internationally in high-stakes standardised testing 
situations, teachers use deception to make space for real teaching. It is not unlikely then, that 
this increasing focus on data-driven assessment and accountability would promote such 
disengagement as reported by participants of this survey. A finding such as this requires 
closer examination, but is outside the scope of this study. 
 
In the subscale of Behavioural Control, an interesting difference was noted between the 
two sets of data. Items BC7 and BC8 referred to the individual understanding of NAPLAN 
data analysis processes. In Pierce and Chick’s (2011) study, a majority of participants 
reported that they were able to understand the statistical analysis of NAPLAN data (49% 
agree or Strongly Agree). In the current research, 48.4% either Disagree (n=14) or Strongly 
Disagree (n=1) that they were able to understand the data. In BC8, 45.2% of participants 
Disagree (n=14) that all teachers could understand the data (not just maths teachers), 
compared with only 24% who responded with Disagree in the 2011 study. However, the 
comparison was different in the case of item BC12 (I am not sure how to make sense of 
NAPLAN reports). In 2011, 35% of respondents Disagreed, but in this study, 50% Disagreed. 
A possible reason for these differences may lie in the specialties of teachers surveyed.  
 
Pierce and Chick surveyed a range of secondary teachers (numeracy and literacy) 
whereas this study focused on teachers of English. Pierce and Chick noted that there was a 
divide in understanding statistics, and have devoted several follow up papers to investigating 
this (Chick & Pierce, 2012; 2013; Pierce, Chick & Gordon, 2013; Pierce et al. 2014). The 
difference in item BC12 might also be related to the increasing familiarity with NAPLAN 
reports and professional development in using them, causing teachers to become more 
familiar with making sense from the reports.  
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Items BC11 and 13 both show differences when compared with results of the 2011 
study. Item BC11 (I don’t have enough time to study the NAPLAN data). Shows a large 
increase in the percentage of participants who Agree (2011 – 32%, this study, 50% n=15) or 
Strongly Agree (2011 – 23%, this study 26.7% n=8). This result warrants further 
examination, as there have been very few studies conducted into workload within Australian 
schools in the last five years. As the most unambiguous response to an item on the 
questionnaire, and as a contributing factor in the 2011 study, further work is needed to 
investigate teacher workload and how it relates to engagement with NAPLAN. 
 
Item BC13 (I am not sure how to make use of NAPLAN data in my teaching) likewise 
showed an increase from 2011 in the amount of participants who Agree with this statement 
(2011 – 27%, this study – 51.7% n=15). This may again reflect the type of teachers who 
participated in this survey, but may also be related to the lack of time reported to engage with 
the data. 
 
Overall, much of the data between these two surveys reported similar findings. 
However, there was an increase in the amount of participants who reported a lack of time to 
engage with NAPLAN, as well as an increase of reported cases of teachers not paying 
attention to NAPLAN. These findings warrant further study.   
 
5.6 REFLECTIONS ON BODY OF LITERATURE 
These data highlight some of the themes originally presented in Chapter Two’s 
literature review. Some of the main themes of the literature review included: 1) that 
NAPLAN was a useful tool for informing educators about student performance; 2) The 
external pressures of the NAPLAN regime causes resentment and promotes disengagement; 
and 3) A deciding factor in engagement with NAPLAN data was the willingness to engage in 
statistics.  
The literature claimed that NAPLAN was useful for informing schools and educators 
about student performance (Pierce & Chick, 2011). In the current study, this idea seemed to 
be reinforced by participant attitudes, where most respondents agreed NAPLAN was useful 
in grouping and planning, as well as for identifying weak students. The data also highlighted 
a willingness on the part of participants to use NAPLAN, and to engage with the data, so long 
as they could understand it and regarded it as relevant.  
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This researched showed that participants felt a lack of control over the testing process, 
due to a lack of time to engage with the data. In some cases, this was also due to a lack of 
statistical literacy, or uncertainty about analytical processes. This is reflective of the 
literature, which suggested that if the external nature of the testing regime causes resentment 
and promotes disengagement (Harris et al. 2013; Lobascher, 2011; Pierce & chick, 2011; 
Thompson, 2013; Valli & Buese, 2007). Additionally, as discussed by Pierce and Chick 
(2011), a deciding factor in engagement with NAPLAN data was the willingness to engage 
with statistics produced by NAPLAN. The results of this study showed that under half of 
participants felt that they couldn’t understand NAPLAN data, that the reports were not easy 
to understand and that a majority felt only maths teachers could understand NAPLAN 
reports. This is consistent with the work of Pierce and Chick (2011), and is an ongoing issue, 
as evidenced by the continuing research of Pierce, Chick and Wander (2014), whose work 
focuses on improving teachers’ professional statistical literacy in an attempt to promote 
greater engagement with NAPLAN data (Pierce, 2014).  
 
This study focuses on teacher attitudes towards high-stakes standardised testing, and 
the formation of these attitudes. Teacher attitudes are necessary as a deciding factor in 
engagement (Guskey, 1986, 2002; Lobascher, 2011; Valli & Buese, 2007). There has been 
growing amounts research conducted into teacher attitudes towards NAPLAN since Pierce & 
Chick’s 2011 article, thus making this research all the more necessary in contributing to the 
understanding teacher engagement with NAPLAN testing.  
 
5.7 ENGAGEMENT 
As previously discussed, Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour may be used to indicate 
the likelihood of engagement in a specified behaviour. In the case of this research, elements 
of Ajzen’s theory have been used as a basis for examining factors that may lead to 
engagement or disengagement with standardised testing. This approach was modelled after 
the research carried out by Pierce and Chick (2011). In this case however, this research aims 
to go beyond describing teacher attitudes, and to place them within a social context as defined 
by Bernsteinian Code Theory, utilising Classification and Framing.   
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In order for teacher attitudes to be contextualised, the likelihood of participant 
engagement with NAPLAN needed to be identified. To do this, mean responses were 
calculated for each participant for the subscales of Attitude, Subjective Norms and 
Behavioural Control. These results were then summed. A higher result was taken to indicate a 
higher likelihood to engage with standardised testing. A lower result was taken to mean a 
lower likelihood to engage with NAPLAN. Using descriptive statistics, a mean (µ) was 
calculated (see Table 5.11 and Appendix F) and results were divided into quartiles around 
this mean as seen in Table 5.12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A participant with an engagement score greater or less than one standard deviation from 
the mean was taken to indicate a case in which engagement was typically more (higher) or 
less (lower) likely. The quartile ranges of this data were quite close, however, in 
acknowledging this, the requirements of the following analyses meant a system of separating 
and grouping scores was required.  
 
Using the upper and lower quartile ranges in this manner allows this study to highlight 
possible differences in context based on the given data.  Apart from similar levels of 
predicted engagement with NAPLAN, responses in these two quartiles also showed some 
commonalities in their description of their school context in terms of the Bernsteinian codes 
of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for 
NAPLAN preparation. In the following chapter, the participants within these quartiles were 
Table 5.11. Descriptive statistics for engagement 
n Valid 31 
 Missing 0 
Mean µ  9.4702 
Mode  7.48 a 
Standard Deviation  .95635 
a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
Table 5.12. Engagement quartiles and standard deviation 
n Valid 31 
 Missing 0 
Mean µ  9.4615 
Standard Deviation  .97146 
Percentiles 25 8.9038 
 50 9.6923 
 70 10.0385 
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used in context with their qualitatively analysed responses to open ended questions to 
position these results in their school Classification and Framing context. 
 
5.8 OVERVIEW 
This chapter detailed the results of the first section of the email survey sent to members 
of the ETAQ. Section 5.1 described the results of the Likert style questions, dividing each 
section up into its relevant subscale of Attitude (5.1), Subjective Norms (5.2) and Perceived 
Behavioural Control (5.3). Section 5.4 detailed the analyses of the three subscales as a whole, 
and section 5.5 compared the research of Pierce and Chick (2011) to the current research. 
Section 5.6 reflected on this research in the context of the body of literature discussed in 
Chapter two. Section 5.7 explored how the variable of engagement will be addressed by this 
research. Chapter 6 will continue the analyses of results by examining data from the survey’s 
open ended questions via qualitative analysis using a Bernsteinian Classification and Framing 
theoretical framework. 
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Chapter 6: Qualitative Data Analysis 
This chapter details and analyses the data from the second section of the email survey 
sent to members of the ETAQ. This chapter contextualises these results with the 
Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for 
NAPLAN preparation. As explained in Chapter Four, Research Design, the second section of 
the survey comprised responses to a series of open-ended questions. These survey questions 
were drawn from Basil Bernstein’s (2001) work on Code Theory – specifically the 
Classification of power and framing of control. Section 6.1 outlines the collected data, as well 
as reviews the coding device and analysis. Section 6.2 places participant responses on an axis 
representing the spectrum of Classification and Framing contexts, and then summarises this 
in graphs adapted from Exley et al. (2016). Section 6.3 combines both the quantitative and 
qualitative phases of this research, examining the responses of participants identified 
previously (In Chapter 5) as more or less likely to engage with NAPLAN testing. Combining 
these two phases means the combination of participant engagement with NAPLAN as 
determined by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) and the Classification of 
power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN 
preparation based on Code Theory by Bernstein (2000). This chapter also answers the second 
research question, examining the relationship between teacher attitudes and intention to 
engage with NAPLAN testing and the Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the 
Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. Section 6.4 concludes with an 
overview of this analysis chapter.   
 
6.1 DETAILING RESPONSES 
In the second section of the survey, participants were invited to respond to six open-
ended questions. These survey questions were drawn from the theoretical framework of Basil 
Bernstein (2001). Three of the questions (C1, C2 and C3) aimed to identify the power of 
disciplinary subjects in regard to NAPLAN preparation. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
Classification refers to the power relationships between categories. Relationships could exist 
between school subjects (external classification) or between objects, tasks, and persons in a 
classroom (internal classification) (Bernstein, 2001). In the context of this study, classification 
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refers to the relationship – either very weak [--C], weak [-C], strong [+C], or very strong [++C], 
between the various school departments given responsibility over NAPLAN preparation. For 
example, responsibility for NAPLAN preparation for the literacy component may lie solely 
with the English department, or it may be across departments, utilising a whole school 
approach. These questions seek to identify in what ways different departments work together 
for NAPLAN preparation for the literacy component. 
The next three questions (F1, F2 and F3) explored the framing of the control of pedagogy 
for NAPLAN preparation. Framing refers to the locus of control of the selection, sequencing, 
pacing and criteria of the knowledge to be acquired (Bernstein, 2001). With stronger framing, 
control lies with the teacher, whereas with weaker framing control is more distributed. As 
discussed in Chapter 3, Framing in this study may describe the relationship – either (very weak 
[--F], weak [-F], strong [+F], or very strong [++F]) between a school’s administration, and the 
teaching staff in relation to control of NAPLAN testing. This research investigated whether 
control occurs in a strict hierarchy, where administration staff dictate how NAPLAN 
preparation will be conducted, or whether the administration collaborates with teaching staff. 
This section will outline the collected data, and review the methods of analysis. .  
In analysing this data, the goal was to determine whether there is any observable 
relationship between school context and teacher attitudes towards NAPLAN testing. In order 
to define the school context, a coding device was used to identify degrees of framing and 
classification. These degrees were designated: Very Weakly Classified (--C), Weakly 
Classified (-C), Strongly Classified (+C), and Very Strongly Classified (++C). A coding device 
was adapted from the work of Hoadley (2005), who, in a doctoral study on pedagogy of 
teachers in South African schools, used a Bernsteinian framework of Classification and 
Framing to describe curriculum delivery.  This coding device was written after an initial read 
of the participants’ responses. This initial reading provided guidelines which informed the 
coding framework. An example of the coding device used in this research is included below 
(see Figure 6.1 and 6.2 below). For the full coding device, see Appendix 6.1  
Once the coding device had been adapted, participant responses were read in context with 
the device and given an according degree of Classification or Framing. In order to ensure ease 
of quick recognition and categorisation, participant responses were copied onto an Excel 
spreadsheet. For items C1-C3, responses were read and analysed for their degree of 
Classification. Colours were given to these responses as follows:  
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• Lightest orange for Very Weakly Classified (--C).  
• Light orange for Weakly Classified (-C) 
• Dark orange for Strongly Classified (+C) 
• Darkest orange for Very Strongly Classified (++C) 
 
For items F1-F3, each was given a colour which associated it with its degree of Framing as 
follows: 
 
• Lightest green for Very Weakly Framed (--F).  
• Light green for Weakly Framed (-F)  
• Dark green for Strongly Framed (+F) 
• Darkest green for Very Strongly Framed (++F) 
 
Following this, results were translated into their codes and placed in the table below (See 
Figure 6.1). Responses from participants 3, 5, 9 and 33 were blank, and therefore were excluded 
from the table. Responses which had no answer, or where the answer was ‘I don’t know’ or 
‘unsure’ did not fit into the coding device, and were not coded. For a full report of participant 
responses, see Appendix 6.2 
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Figure 6.1 – Coding device used for analysing participant responses in Item C1  
Item C1  --C -C +C ++C 
In 
describing 
how the 
school 
prepares 
for 
NAPLAN, 
participant 
responses 
detail: 
 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
All departments are 
equally responsible, or 
have a whole-school 
approach to NAPLAN.  
Departments apart from 
English are also responsible  
English department is mostly 
responsible 
English department is solely 
responsible, or are the only 
departments discussed as 
being responsible 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Phrases are used such as 
‘Whole school approach’  
OR 
 Preparation consists of 
testing for familiarity with 
NAPLAN format only. 
 Only Staff Professional 
Development 
 Substantial referencing of 
interactions between subject 
areas other than English  
 Other subject areas may be 
referenced, but meaning is clear 
that responsibility for coordination 
lies with English department 
 There is very little or no 
referencing of other subject 
areas 
Figure 6.2 – Coding device used for analysing participant responses in items F1 
Item F1  --F -F +F ++F 
In 
describing 
how much 
control an 
individual 
teacher has 
over 
NAPLAN 
preparation,  
participant 
responses 
detail: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
Teachers have little control Teachers have some control Mostly controlled by teachers Always or almost always 
controlled by teachers 
Example 
from the 
data 
 The selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge of 
NAPLAN and data reporting 
is almost always determined 
by the administration. 
Teachers are rarely able to 
prepare students for 
NAPLAN in their own way.  
 The selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge 
of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is determined by 
the administration most of 
the time. On a few 
occasions teachers are able 
to vary preparation 
according to learner needs. 
 Teachers have the opportunity to 
vary the selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting some of the time. Some 
teacher suggestions are accepted, 
or administration alters selection 
according to teacher input 
 Teachers often make 
decisions around the 
selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and 
data reporting. They are 
given opportunities to 
determine the nature of 
NAPLAN preparation 
delivery. 
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6.1.1 Detailing responses to item C1 
Item C1 asked participants how their school prepared for NAPLAN testing. An 
examination of responses to item C1 showed 47% of participant responses were identified via 
the coding device as Very Weakly Classified (see Table 6.1 below for a summary of the full 
results). 
Table 6.1 Summary of results for item C1 
C1 --C -C +C ++C Total 
n 14 8 4 4 30 
% 47% 27% 13% 13% 100% 
Participants 4,8,10,11,13,16,17,19,
21,22,26,31,32,34 
2,14,15,20,24,
27,29,30 
1,6,7,23 12,18,25,28,  
 
In these responses, participants detailed school contexts which prepared for the test by 
using NAPLAN style questions to familiarise students with the style of question only, or did 
very little preparation. For example, one participant said:  
 
[Students participated in] Practice tests to familiarise the 
students with the process of NAPLAN testing only. Holistic 
teaching of the concepts covered in the NAPLAN test.  
 
 Other participants with responses belonging to the Very Weakly Classified category 
supported this statement, stating that students were made aware of NAPLAN concepts 
through the system sanctioned English curricula only. On the other end of the spectrum, 
among those (n=4, 13%) who gave responses which were identified as Very Strongly 
Classified, participants described extensive and regimented practice sessions. For example:  
 
[The] English curriculum is discarded for 20 plus weeks - term 4 
year 8 and term 1 year 9, to prepare students for "the test". Students 
are told repeatedly that their English work at these times is "for 
NAPLAN". In year 8 students complete a practice writing task for a 
persuasive text. In year 9, students do practice writing tests- both 
narrative and persuasive, and practice reading and language 
conventions exams using past papers. These are regarded as 
assessment items - the numerical score is converted to an A - E grade 
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and used to calculate semester grades for reporting.   The first 4 
weeks of Term 2 are used to drill those aspects of the tests the 
students performed less well in.     
 
This particular participant went further, offering a comment about the perceived effect of this 
process on the students:  
 
Needless to say the students are bored witless by this approach.  They 
are well aware that the NAPLAN exam is unlike other exams because 
it has no CONSEQUENCES for them - no prizes for doing well and no 
brickbats for doing badly.  They are not motivated to perform. 
 
 The first example fits within the definitions of Very Weakly Classified, and the second 
example fits within the definition of Very Strongly Classified. In terms of those responses 
identified as Weakly or Strongly Classified, responses detailed situations in which some 
degree of NAPLAN preparation took place alongside normal curriculum. In some cases, 
NAPLAN testing was integrated into the curriculum, and in others, NAPLAN preparation 
took the place of a few lessons a week in addition to the sanctioned curriculum time.  
6.1.2 Detailing responses to item C2 
Item C2 asked participants who was responsible for NAPLAN preparation at their 
schools. An examination of responses to item C2 showed a fairly even spread of responses 
along the Classification continuum (See Table 6.2 below for a summary of the full results). 
 
Table 6.2 Summary of responses for item C2 
C2 --C -C +C ++C Total 
n 8 9 6 7 30 
% 27% 30% 20% 23% 100% 
Participants 1,6,8,14,16,
17,31,34 
2,19,21,24,25,
26,28,29,30 
4,7,12,18,27,32 10,11,13,15,
20,22,23 
 
 
Those responses which were identified via the coding device as Very Weakly Classified 
suggested that responsibility did not lie with just one person, but with everyone, or a large 
group of people, such as classroom teachers, or all Mathematics teachers and English 
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teachers. In some cases, this was a deliberate choice on the part of administration, however in 
others, this was not so, as one participant wrote: 
  
Responsibilities [are] not overseen in consistent manner. There 
have been assigned responsibilities in the past but restructuring of 
DP and HoD roles has blurred leadership.  
 
Blurred leadership and responsibility is a hallmark of a Very Weakly Classified 
context. On the other end of the spectrum, those responses which were identified as Very 
Strongly Classified noted that control over NAPLAN preparation existed with only a single 
person, or a few people with defined roles. In many cases this was a Head of Department 
(usually either Mathematics or English), a Deputy Principal or a Head of Curriculum. It was 
noted by one participant that:  
 
[The Heads of English, Mathematics and Curriculum] analyse 
results each year and come up with an action plan to improve 
results.  They determine what preparation will be done based on 
this plan. 
 
 In these situations then, the Very Strong Classification is evident. There is a strict 
divide in terms of which departments are responsible, to the exclusion of others.  
 
6.1.3 Detailing responses to item C3 
Item C3 asked participants whether different departments in their schools worked 
together for NAPLAN. An examination of responses to item C3 showed the majority of 
responses (55%, n=12) were identified via the coding device as Very Strongly Classified 
(See Table 6.3 below for a summary of the full results). 
 
Table 6.3 A summary of responses for item C3 
C3 --C -C +C ++C Total 
n 6 2 2 12 22 
% 27% 9% 9% 55% 100% 
Participants 6,7,8,21,31,34 16,26 19,30 1,12,14,15,17,18,
20,22,24,25,28,29 
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 Among those responses which were identified as Strongly Classified, nearly all 
participants said that there was no collaborative work done between departments. Where 
participants volunteered more information, they said that if there was responsibility of more 
than one department, it was solely the responsibility of Mathematics or English. Of the 6 
responses (27%) which were identified as Very Weakly Classified, participants described 
meetings between departments, and joint responsibilities for NAPLAN. One participant in 
this group mentioned that: “All departments are required to teach the persuasive genre, 
reading and writing.” This perception of a collaborative effort was questioned though, by 
one participant who said that although their school charged each faculty with exposing 
students to designated texts, there was no quality assurance to ensure that this happened. 
 
6.1.4 Detailing responses to item F1 
Item F1 asked participants to comment on the control individual teachers had over 
NAPLAN preparation. An examination of responses to item F1 showed a fairly even spread 
of responses, with approximately a third of responses identified via the coding device as Very 
Weakly Framed, (27% n=8), a third coded as Weakly Framed (33% n=10) and a little over a 
third (37% n=11) coded as Very Strongly Framed (see table 6.4 below for a summary of the 
full results). 
 
Table 6.4 Summary of responses to item F1 
F1 --F -F +F ++F Total 
n 8 10 1 11 30 
% 27% 33% 3% 37% 100% 
Participants 2,4,8,15,16,
17,20,21 
7,14,19,22,25,27,
28,31,32,34 
13 1,6,10,11,12,18,
23,24,26,29,30 
 
 
 Among those responses coded as Very Weakly Framed, participants detailed contexts 
in which individual teachers had almost full control over NAPLAN preparation. One 
response stated that the only limitation to teacher directed preparation was time constraints, 
which is consistent with the findings of item BC11, where 76% (n=23) of participants either 
Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they did not have time to study NAPLAN results. For those 
participant responses coded as Weakly Framed, school contexts were likely to include those 
where there was oversight of teachers – sometimes in the vein of teachers being given 
resources – but where they were left to their own devices as to how to approach these 
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resources with their classes. In responses coded as Very Strongly Framed, responses 
described contexts where the teacher had “little” to “none” in relation to control. One 
response explained this: “there is known input, but by and large the expectations are made as 
top-down instructions”. Another participant used the term “scripted” to describe teaching in 
this context, and yet another said that “focus areas are identified through data analysis and 
instructions are given on what needs to be taught”.  
 
6.1.5 Detailing responses to item F2 
Item F2 asked participants to comment on the control the school administration had 
over NAPLAN preparation. An examination of responses to this item showed a majority 
(48% n=13) of responses were coded as Very Strongly Framed, while only 22% (n=6) were 
coded as Very Weakly Framed (See Table 6.5 below for a summary of the full results). 
  
 
Those responses which described Very Weakly Framed and Weakly Framed contexts 
tended to state that the administration had “little”, or only “some” control over NAPLAN 
preparation. In some cases, the administration was only responsible for administering the 
test, rather than the actual preparation. However, the opposite was true in the case of Very 
Strongly Framed contexts, where there was “significant control” by Heads of Department, 
and administrative staff. One response stated this by saying that the administration “… 
[Told] us what to do in terms of remedial teaching”. Another participant described their 
administration as the “owners of the decisions”. This phrasing indicated a clearly defined 
and Framed relationship.  
 
 
6.1.6 Detailing responses to item F3 
An examination of responses to item F3 (When NAPLAN results are published, how 
are these results relayed to you?) showed an even split between responses coded as Very 
Strongly Framed (28.5% n=8) and responses coded as Strongly Framed (28.5% n=8). A 
Table 6.5 Summary of responses to item F2 
F2 --F -F +F ++F Total 
n 6 5 3 13 27 
% 22% 19% 11% 48% 100% 
Participants 8,15,16,17,20,21 4,19,22,31,32 7,13,34 1,6,11,12,18,23,24,
25,26,27,28,29,30 
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further 32% (n=9) of responses were coded as Weakly Framed, while only 11% (n=3) were 
coded as Very Weakly Framed (See Table 6.6 below for a summary of the full results). 
 
Table 6.6 Summary of responses to item F3 
F3 --F -F +F ++F Total 
n 3 9 8 8 28 
% 11% 32% 28.5% 28.5%  
Participants 17,23,29 4,7,11,12,14,
15,16,20,22, 
1,6,8,19,21,27,28,30 10,13,18,25,26,
31,32,34 
 
 
 In those responses which came from Very Strongly or Strongly Framed contexts, 
participants described scenarios where staff were notified by email or staff meeting about 
results, and then given analysis, or collaboratively analysed the results. One participant 
described a school where each teacher was given 15 questions to answer, which are 
forwarded to a HOD and then discussed with a relevant Deputy, however, the participant 
also stated that there was neither further action taken concerning the weaknesses revealed, 
nor were there alternative strategies suggested.  These contexts are contrasted against those 
responses coded as Weakly Framed or Very Weakly Framed. In these contexts, participants 
described scenarios where results were either not made available to teaching staff, or were 
somewhat available on a database, and it was up to the teacher to locate and analyse the 
relevant data.  
 
 The description of these school contexts provides this research with a series of 
contexts in which to locate specific attitudes. What follows is an attempt to reconcile these 
two sets of data to examine possible relationships between the Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects, the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation and 
teacher attitudes towards standardised testing.  
 
6.2 GRAPHING THE CLASSIFICATION OF POWER OF DISCIPLINARY 
SUBJECTS AND THE FRAMING OF CONTROL OF PEDAGOGY FOR 
NAPLAN PREPARATION 
As detailed in chapter 3, this research also combines the theories of Icek Ajzen and 
Basil Bernstein to attempt to understand how attitudes and intention to engage relate to a 
school social control context. Specifically, it examines how the Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects, the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation in school 
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contexts is related to teacher attitudes, and thus the intention of teachers to engage with 
NAPLAN testing. In the following section, participant responses will be graphed using an 
adapted version of an axis developed by Exley et al. (2016). The graph provides a visual 
representation of their school contexts as expressed through the concepts of Classification 
and Framing, theorised by Basil Bernstein (2000).  
 
6.2.1 Participant Responses on the Classification and Framing Axis 
 Participant responses were recorded along an axis representing the differing levels 
of Classification and Framing from Very Weakly (--) to Very Strongly (++). Above and 
below each axis, coded participant responses were plotted. An example of this is shown 
below (see Figure 6.3).  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.3 – Participant 1 Classification and Framing Axis 
 
The orange arrows above the axis correspond with responses to items C1 (How does your 
school prepare for NAPLAN testing?), C2 (Who is responsible for NAPLAN preparation at 
your school?) and C3 (How much do different departments in your school work together for 
NAPLAN. The green arrows below the axis correspond with responses to items F1 (How much 
control do individual teachers have over NAPLAN preparation?), F2 (How much control does 
the administration have over NAPLAN preparation) and F3 (When NAPLAN results are 
published, how are these results relayed to you?).  
Participants were then grouped into one of four categories:  
1) Those who came from Weakly Classified and Strongly Framed contexts 
2) Those who came from Strongly Classified and Strongly Framed contexts  
3) Those who came from Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed contexts  
4) Those who came from Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed contexts.  
-- - + ++ 
C1 C2 C3 
F3 
F2 
F1 
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These categories were represented on an axis, adapted from the work of Exley et al. 
(2016). Classification of power of disciplinary subjects was placed on the X axis, with ++C to 
the right and --C to the left. Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation was 
placed on the Y axis, with ++F at the top and --F at the bottom. Each quadrant represents 
placement on the spectrum of each Classification and Framing, as shown below in Figure 6.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.4 – Axes showing quadrants representing the Classification of power of disciplinary subject roles in 
and Framing of control of pedagogy over NAPLAN preparation 
 
The graph below (see Figure 6.5) gives a representation of participant responses, 
divided into quadrants representing the Classification of power of disciplinary subject roles in 
and Framing of control of pedagogy over NAPLAN preparation. Placement of various 
participants within each quadrant is based on observation of where their coded responses fall 
on the Classification and Framing axis treated as a two point (x,y) coordinate. Where there was 
tension in an individual response, these have not been included on the graph below, although 
these will be discussed later in this chapter (see Section 6.3). 
 
Stronger Classification of 
power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
Stronger Framing of 
control of pedagogy 
over NAPLAN 
preparation 
 
Weaker Classification of 
power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
Stronger Framing of 
control of pedagogy 
over NAPLAN 
preparation 
Weaker Classification of 
power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
Weaker Framing of 
control of pedagogy 
over NAPLAN 
preparation 
 
Stronger Classification of 
power of disciplinary 
subject roles 
Weaker Framing of 
control of pedagogy 
over NAPLAN 
preparation 
 
C C 
F 
F 
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Figure 6.5 – Axes showing participant responses divided into quadrants representing the Classification of power 
of disciplinary subject roles in and Framing of control of pedagogy over NAPLAN preparation 
 
6.2.2 Analysis of Weakly Classified and Strongly Framed cases (Upper left quadrant) 
A Weakly Classified and Strongly Framed school context in terms of this research would 
be a school where responsibility for NAPLAN testing is distributed over the school faculties, 
but where the administration have almost total control over how NAPLAN preparation should 
occur. When viewing the results on this graph, several observations may be made: There are 
three participants whose contexts reflect Weakly Classified and Highly Framed – participant 
numbers 6, 26 and 30. There were no items where all participants gave the same response, 
however in examining these cases, it is interesting to note some similarities in their answers to 
questions based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour. These similarities included two out of 
the three participants agreed with item A2 (NAPLAN testing is helpful in planning instruction) 
and A3 (NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying weak students) as well as with item SN3 
(Most of my students’ parents expect that I have a working knowledge of our school’s NAPLAN 
results). Additionally two out of the three agreed that they did not have enough time to study 
NAPLAN data (BC11). In this case, the Weak Classification may have played a part in 
producing the perception that NAPLAN testing is helpful in planning and identifying weak 
1, 12, 18, 23, 
25,28  
6, 26, 30 
2, 4, 8, 14, 
16, 17, 19, 
21 
7, 15, 20, 
22, 34 
C C 
F 
F 
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students. When all departments shared responsibility, identification of a student who is weak 
across subject areas based on NAPLAN results may be easier, and this may be used to inform 
instruction.  
 
6.2.3 Analysis of Strongly Classified and Strongly Framed cases (Upper right 
quadrant) 
The upper right quadrant represents Strongly Classified and Strongly Framed school 
contexts. A Strongly Classified and Strongly Framed context represents a school in which only 
one or two departments or individuals would be responsible for NAPLAN preparation, and this 
is heavily dictated from school administration. Six participant responses fit into this quadrant 
– participants 1, 12, 18, 23, 25 and 28. As there were more participants than in the previous 
quadrant, there was no one item which had a unanimous response. However, there was one 
item where all but one participant had the same response. All but one of the participants 
indicated they agreed with item A4 (NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying topics of the 
curriculum that need attention in our school). This agreement could indicate that with fewer 
departments (and generally according to these participants, only English or Math departments) 
involved in preparing for NAPLAN, there was a clearer focus linking NAPLAN to curriculum. 
Such a focus may not have been possible if other curriculum areas were involved which do not 
directly link to NAPLAN. Additionally, if areas of attention are dictated by administration, and 
if NAPLAN is also strongly led by administration, it is understandable that the areas targeted 
are also mapped to identify curriculum issues.  
There were two items where four out of six participants had the same response. Item A8 
asked whether a participant thought that it was important that they have access to NAPLAN 
testing data from their own students. Four out of six participants agreed on the importance of 
accessing testing data. For item SN3 (Most of my student’s parents expect that I have a working 
knowledge of our school’s NAPLAN data) four out of six participants disagreed. Disagreement 
here could be reflective of the administrative control in the school context. If the administration 
stresses the importance and rigour of NAPLAN preparation and result giving, then teachers in 
these contexts may be more likely to express similar views. However, administrative control 
of this sort may affect how data is viewed by teachers. This suggests that it is only a tool to be 
used within the school, perhaps leading to the perception that parents do not have similar 
expectations.  
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6.2.4 Analysis of Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed cases (Lower left quadrant) 
The lower left quadrant represents a Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed school 
context. A Weakly Classified and Weakly Framed school is a school in which many or all 
teachers and departments share responsibility for NAPLAN testing and preparation. In this 
context, control over NAPLAN preparation rests mainly with the individual teachers, and is 
very decentralised. This quadrant contained the highest number of participants on the graph. 
Eight participants - 2, 4, 8, 14, 16, 17, 19 and 21 were all coded as having school contexts 
which met the above description.  
There were no items where participants had unanimous responses, however there were 
two items where six out of eight shared the same response: Items A4 (NAPLAN testing is useful 
for identifying topics of the curriculum that need attention in our school) and BC5 (The 
NAPLAN reports which parents receive are easy to understand). In item A4, six out of eight 
responses said they agreed that NAPLAN was useful for identifying topics which needed 
attention and six out of eight responses were neutral as to whether the NAPLAN reports parents 
received were easy to understand. With regards to item A4, it is interesting to note that in this 
Weakly Classified and Framed context, results were similar to the Strongly Framed and 
Classified context. The finding may imply that regardless of the school context, teachers are 
willing to accept that NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying topics which need attention. 
 
6.2.5 Analysis of Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed cases (Lower right quadrant) 
The lower right quadrant, represents a Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed school 
context. In a Strongly Classified and Weakly Framed school only a few departments or 
individuals are responsible for NAPLAN preparation. Control of how NAPLAN is 
administered or prepared for is distributed and not centrally controlled, or not strongly 
controlled. This quadrant contained five participant responses who were coded as having 
school contexts which met the above description – participants 7, 15, 20, 22 and 34.  
There was one item where participants had a unanimous response. This was item A1 
which asked whether NAPLAN testing is helpful in grouping students. All participants in this 
quadrant agreed with this statement. Participant responses to Items A6 (NAPLAN testing 
reflects what my students understand), SN3 (Most of my students’ parents expect that I have a 
working knowledge of our school’s NAPLAN results), BC2 (I have access to NAPLAN testing 
data in a form that allows me to get the results and analyses that I require) and BC3 (I am 
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given NAPLAN results) were almost unanimous with four out of five participants responding 
in the same way. Interestingly, through the open ended questions, responses from participants 
within this quadrant indicated that they had access to results, but these were not actively given 
to them. Despite this, the responses to item BC2 and BC3 indicated that they were given results 
or had access to results. This may imply a misunderstanding of the wording of the items, or 
may imply that they consider having access to the data the same as being given the data.  
Having examined these graphs, the next section in this chapter will analyse the 
participants’ contexts in relation to their responses as provided in the answers to Likert style 
items to determine any relationships between school power contexts and the likelihood to 
engage with NAPLAN testing. 
 
6.3 LIKELIHOOD TO ENGAGE 
In Chapter 3 this research isolated participants who had the highest and lowest likelihood 
of engagement with NAPLAN testing as calculated by using the Theory of Planned Behaviour 
by Ajzen. These results were then taken and placed on an axis indicating the degree of 
Classification of power of disciplinary subjects, the Framing of control of pedagogy for 
NAPLAN preparation. These were then analysed to determine the cause of tension within each 
participant’s responses, and then graphed to examine relationships between the Classification 
of power of disciplinary subjects, the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation 
and teacher attitudes towards standardised testing. 
6.3.1 Contextualising participants who are more likely to engage with NAPLAN 
In the table below, participants who were the most likely to engage are listed in 
descending or of engagement (see Table 6.7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.7 Participants more likely to engage with NAPLAN 
Participant # Engagement 
8 11.25 
26 11.13 
20 10.62 
1 10.38 
13 10.38 
27 10.25 
6 10.10 
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Each of these participant responses were placed on an axis to graphically display the degrees 
of Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for 
NAPLAN preparation evident in each response (see Figures 6.6 through 6.12 below). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.6 Participant 1 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.7 - Participant 6 - Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.8 Participant 8 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
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Figure 6.9 Participant 13 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.10 Participant 20 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.11 Participant 26 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
-- - + ++ 
-- - + ++ 
-- - + ++ 
- +
C1 C2 
F3 
F2 
F1 
C C 
F 
F 
- +
C1 C2 
F3 
F2 
F1 
C3 
C C 
F 
F 
- +
C1 C2 
F3 
F2 
F1 
C3 
C C 
F 
F 
  
Chapter 6: Qualitative Data Analysis 103 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.12 Participant 27 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
Each of the participants above were identified as more likely to engage with NAPLAN 
testing using the Theory of Planned Behaviour by Ajzen (1991). Yet, analysing their responses 
using Bernstein’s Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control 
of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation, there are few similarities between responses. However, 
it can be seen that the two participants most likely to engage (participants 8 and 26) were 
located in school contexts where Classification between subject areas was weaker, and the 
Framing of the control of NAPLAN preparation was also weaker.  
Participants 13’s and 27’s responses exhibited tension in their turn of talk with regards 
to the Classification of their schooling contexts, and could not be readily placed into a quadrant. 
Participant 13 described a school context where students had a strong curriculum awareness 
about the testing process. Participant 13’s response did not indicate a specific curriculum area 
as responsible for NAPLAN testing, but described a more distributed system where students 
were made aware of NAPLAN testing through each area of the curriculum, thus, Participant 
13’s response was coded as Very Weakly Classified. However, this contrasts with participant 
13’s response to item C2. When asked who was responsible for NAPLAN testing, participant 
13 indicated that the literacy and numeracy head of department was solely responsible. Because 
responsibility for NAPLAN preparation lies with an individual head of literacy and numeracy 
curriculum, Participant 13’s response to this item was coded as Very Strongly Classified. When 
asked how much different departments worked together for NAPLAN testing, Participant 13 
said they were not sure. The tension within Participant 13’s response could be as a result of 
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unfamiliarity with the system at the school, or could indicate that the various curriculum areas 
or teachers act in isolation. A response such as this would seem to indicate a more Strongly 
Classified context. However, due to a degree of uncertainty, this item displayed tension and 
could not fit well into a quadrant of the classification and framing axis. 
Participant 27’s responses also did not fit well into a quadrant. However, in this case, the 
response displayed tension more because of a lack of descriptive data rather than contrasting 
answers. When asked how their school prepared for NAPLAN testing (C1), Participant 27 said 
that students were made familiar with the format of NAPLAN questions, and also were made 
to revise writing structures, revise grammar, spelling, punctuation and inference. While 
describing the preparation process and not listing any particular department as being 
responsible, it is probable (though not certain) these activities happened across the school. The 
response to item C1 was therefore coded as being Weakly Classified. In response to item C2, 
Participant 27 stated that Deputy and HODs were responsible for NAPLAN preparation, which 
shows Weak Classification of subject areas and the item was coded accordingly. As in the case 
of the previous example, Participant 27 was unsure how much different departments worked 
together for NAPLAN. Again, this led to tension in trying to identify the school context, and 
participant 27’s responses did not fit neatly within one of the quadrants. The tension could be 
reflective of a need for more detailed questioning of the participants. Perhaps an interview 
would be appropriate in these cases so as to elicit more detailed responses.  Alternatively, 
tension is also reflective of the complexities of attempting to categorise responses into artificial 
constructs.  
 
6.3.2 Contextualising participants who are less likely to engage with NAPLAN 
In the table below, participants who were the least likely to engage are listed in ascending order 
of engagement (see table 6.8) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.8 Participants less likely to engage with NAPLAN 
Participant # Engagement 
18 7.48 
12 7.88 
29 7.96 
28 7.98 
30 8.08 
17 8.17 
21 8.62 
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Each of these participant responses were placed on an axis to graphically display the degrees 
of Classification and Framing evident in each response (see figure 6.13 through 6.19 below) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.13 – Participant 12 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.14 – Participant 17 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.15 – Participant 18 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
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Figure 6.16 – Participant 21 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.17 – Participant 28 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.18 – Participant 29 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
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Figure 6.19 – Participant 30 – Degrees of Classification and Framing and indicated quadrant placement in 
Classification and Framing Axis 
 
Each of the participants above were identified as less likely to engage with NAPLAN 
testing using the Theory of Planned Behaviour by Ajzen (1991). Analysing their responses 
using Bernstein’s Classification of power of disciplinary subjects, the Framing of control of 
pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation, it was evident that for most of these participants, their 
school context featured Stronger Framing. For the participant who was the least likely overall 
to engage – Participant 18 – the school context was both Strongly Framed and Strongly 
Classified. Participant 18 detailed that in their school, the English and Math departments 
offered practises in all areas of NAPLAN testing. This method of preparation was dictated by 
two people (in this case the Math and English HODs) who had control over the preparation. In 
terms of the control of NAPLAN preparation, Participant 18 said that teachers had very little 
control and that HODs had significant control, even to the extent of dictating to staff the results 
in a staff meeting. 
The next least likely to engage participant (Participant 12) showed a similar school 
context. In participant 12’s school context the English department delivered one lesson of 
NAPLAN preparation a week in term one and three lessons a week in term 2. Participant 12 
also stated that to their knowledge, different departments in the school do not work together 
for NAPLAN preparation. In the Framing of control over NAPLAN in this context, participant 
12 said teachers had very little control over NAPLAN preparation and that this was dictated by 
the administration and heads of department.  
In both these accounts – the two participants least likely to engage with NAPLAN – school 
contexts were similar in terms of degrees of Classification and Framing. Both school contexts 
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featured Strong Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and Strong Framing of control 
of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation, with responsibility lying with either Mathematics or 
English departments alone, and control in the hands of a few key individuals from 
administration. 
6.3.3 Summary of Participants more likely and less likely to engage with NAPLAN 
testing 
With this data taken into account, the graph below was created which shows the 
placement of participants with the highest and lowest likelihood of engagement in their 
school contexts (see Figure 6.20 below). On this graph, numbers refer to participant numbers.  
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.20 Graph displaying those more and less likely to engage, situated in their context of Classification of 
power of disciplinary subjects and Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation 
 
In this graph, those less likely to engage (the lower quartile responses) are colour coded 
in red. Those more likely to engage (the upper quartile responses) are colour coded in green. 
Figure 6.20 demonstrates some commonalities between whether teachers are more or less likely 
to engage with NAPLAN testing and their school Classification and Framing context. The 
majority of responses identified as less likely to engage occur when both Framing and 
Classification are strong or very strong (see the case of Participant 28, 18 and 12), including 
the two participants identified as least likely to engage. Additionally, the participant who was 
identified as the most likely to engage is located in the lower left quadrant – the Weakly 
Classified and Weakly Framed context. The majority of those responses identified as more 
likely to engage occur when Classification is Weaker (see Participant numbers 6, 26 and 8). In 
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8, 17,21 20 
C C 
F 
F 
  
Chapter 6: Qualitative Data Analysis 109 
conclusion then, it is interesting to note that at the extremes of those most likely or least likely 
to engage there are some commonalities. The majority of participant responses identified as 
less likely to engage with NAPLAN occur when both Framing and Classification are Stronger. 
Conversely, participant responses identified as most likely to engage with NAPLAN were 
located in a Weakly Classified and Weakly framed context. These commonalities and 
relationships may require further and more detailed study.  
 
6.4 OVERVIEW 
This chapter detailed and analysed the data from the second section of the email survey 
sent to members of the ETAQ. It contextualised these results in their Classification and 
Framing contexts. Section 6.1 outlined the collected data, and reviewed the coding device 
providing an analysis. Section 6.2 placed participant responses on a straight line graph 
representing the spectrum of Classification and Framing contexts, and then summarised this in 
graphs. Section 6.3 combined both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of this research, 
examining the responses of participants identified previously (In Chapter 5) as more or less 
likely to engage with NAPLAN testing. This chapter combined participant engagement with 
NAPLAN as determined by the Theory of Planned Behaviour and the Classification and 
Framing of a participant’s school context. This chapter answered the second research question, 
determining that there were commonalities between teacher attitudes leading to engagement 
with NAPLAN testing and the school social control context. It concluded that these 
commonalities existed between those least and more likely to engage and the school contexts 
they were situated in. The majority of participant responses identified as less likely to engage 
with NAPLAN occur when both Framing and Classification are Stronger. Conversely, 
participant responses identified as most likely to engage with NAPLAN were located in a 
Weakly Classified and Weakly framed context. These results and analysis will be discussed 
again in Chapter 7, where this research will state conclusions, limitations and discuss 
implications. 
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Chapter 7: Discussions and Conclusions 
This chapter will discuss the results of this research, and provide conclusions arising from 
these results. Section 7.1 will provide an overview of the research, its methodology and 
research questions. Section 7.2 will discuss the findings of this research and how these findings 
address the research questions. Section 7.3 will outline the significance of this research to the 
field of literature, as well as to the theories and methods used. Section 7.4 will discuss the 
limitations of this research and will be followed by Section 7.5 which will conclude by 
suggesting future directions and Section 7.6 which will conclude this research.  
 
7.1 OVERVIEW 
This study examined teacher accounts of their attitudes towards and engagement with 
high-stakes standardised testing, and the relationship between the school context and the 
teacher attitudes, using NAPLAN as a case study. Teacher attitudes had been shown to be a 
contributing factor towards the success or failure of educational policy (Brown, 2004; Muir, 
Beswick & Williamson, 2010; Churchill, Williamson & Grady, 1997), and so an attempt to 
understand teacher attitudes towards NAPLAN and how the school context related to these 
attitudes formed the base of the research problem. This study used a mixed-methods approach, 
where Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour (1991) was used to describe how a teacher 
engaged with standardised-testing and Bernstein’s Code Theory (2000) was used to 
contextualise teachers’ accounts via an examination of the Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. The 
use of Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour allowed an examination of teacher attitudes to 
NAPLAN, and the use of Bernstein’s Code Theory provided context, allowing this study to 
examine the relationship between power and control in a school and teacher attitudes leading 
towards engagement with NAPLAN. Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour allowed for 
quantitative analysis of attitudes, and Bernstein’s Code Theory allowed for qualitative analysis 
of school context. Together these analyses were graphed together, which provided context and 
allowed commonalities to be examined. When combined, these research findings showed how 
teacher intention to engage with high-stakes standardised testing was related to the school 
context.  
  
Chapter 7: Discussions and Conclusions 111 
The data collection phase of this research involved the use of survey method, using a 
questionnaire adapted from the work of Pierce and Chick (2011), who had previously worked 
with Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour. The questionnaire contained Likert-type items 
based on Ajzen’s theories, as well as open ended questions based on Bernstein’s Code Theory.  
Participants in this study were drawn from a population of Queensland secondary school 
English teachers who have had interactions with NAPLAN in their schools. These participants 
were accessed through an email invitation via newsletter of the English Teachers Association 
of Queensland.  
Data analyses were conducted in two phases. Phase one used quantitative methods to 
analyse participant responses to the Likert-type items in the first section of the questionnaire. 
Utilising the data analysis software SPSS, descriptive statistical analyses were performed and 
correlations examined using one-tailed hypothesis testing. In the second phase of data analysis, 
participant responses to open-ended questions were coded using a device newly conceived for 
this study and placed on an axis which gave a representation of the Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation at a 
participant’s school. Participants who were identified as more likely and less likely to engage 
in the first phase of analysis were examined using this Bernsteinian coding, and the results 
were discussed. The following sections of this chapter will detail these discussions, and their 
significance to the field of literature, the theory and the methods used.  
 
7.2 DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study aimed to provide answers to two research questions, which will be discussed 
in the following sections. 
7.2.1 Answering Research Question 1   
 
1) In the current high-stakes testing era, what are secondary school 
teachers’ attitudes towards high-stakes standardised literacy 
tests? 
 
To answer the first research question, participants in this survey have indicated both 
positive and negative attitudes towards NAPLAN, making some more and some less likely to 
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engage, however within participant responses, issues of a lack of control, a lack of time and a 
lack of statistical literacy are all significant factors in explaining these attitudes. By and large, 
this group of teachers agreed that NAPLAN testing was useful as a diagnostic test, and that it 
was helpful in grouping, planning and for identifying weak students or topics that needed 
attention. However, the participating teachers also felt there should not be more use of 
NAPLAN testing, and that it did not reflect student capabilities. Those teachers whose attitudes 
towards NAPLAN indicated they did not feel it was relevant also reported that it didn’t tell 
them anything they didn’t already know. These findings echo the work of Polesel et al. (2012), 
Wyn et al. (2014) and Thompson (2016). In each of these studies, as detailed in Chapter Two, 
teachers expressed the view that NAPLAN testing had useful diagnostic applications. This has 
not changed over the last five years. However, equally unchanging is the perception of teachers 
that it does not reflect student capabilities, perhaps a reaction to the adverse effects on student 
wellbeing such as those detailed by Rice (2016). Participating teacher perceptions of external 
pressures surrounding NAPLAN indicated that overwhelmingly they were expected by school 
leadership to closely analyse NAPLAN results, but that there was also a reported prevalence 
of teachers who took little notice of NAPLAN and NAPLAN data. This finding is reflective of 
the work of Griffin et al., (2014). In their research around accountability and high-stakes testing 
programs, they drew on examples from a range of testing programs. They described the 
relationship between horizontal and vertical accountability in regards to teacher involvement 
and student outcomes. Horizontal accountability refers to a system whereby teachers are 
accountable to their peers, and vertical accountability refers to a system whereby a teacher is 
accountable to a principal and/or a system of education. Griffin et al. showed that vertical 
accountability in isolation is generally unsuccessful and does not improve student learning, 
however there was some evidence to suggest that where teachers were involved in 
accountability measures with their peers, this leads to increased benefits in terms of student 
learning outcomes. This finding is also supported by several other studies mentioned in Chapter 
Two, which suggest that external forces driving the testing regime promotes resentment and 
disengagement by teachers (Lobascher, 2011; Pierce & Chick, 2011; Valli & Beuse, 2007). Put 
in context with the findings of this research, then it is important for schools and educational 
systems to ensure that teacher attitudes towards standardised testing promote engagement. 
Additionally, it may also be advisable to ensure that teachers are involved in horizontal 
accountability – working in peer groups to promote engagement and student outcomes. If this 
does not occur, then the likelihood of teacher attitudes promoting engagement with NAPLAN 
testing will not positively benefit student learning outcomes.  
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Participant responses showed that one of the great barriers to engagement with NAPLAN 
was the ability to understand statistical analysis of NAPLAN data and reports, but while this 
was a significant issue, an even greater barrier was a perceived lack of time to study NAPLAN 
data. These issues may be addressed if more efforts are made to understand and promote teacher 
statistical literacy. As mentioned in previous chapters, Pierce et al. (2013; 2014) have made 
attempts to address this gap. As suggested by their research and this current research, increased 
engagement and understanding of statistics, and therefore increased access to NAPLAN 
reports, will likely cause greater engagement with NAPLAN testing as well as perhaps causing 
less time to be spent interpreting these results.  
 
7.2.2 Answering Research Question 2   
 
2) What do secondary school teachers’ accounts of their 
engagement with high-stakes standardised literacy tests say 
about the relationship between the social control context of 
school community and teacher attitudes? 
 
This research showed that the social control context of the school community relates to 
the formation of teacher attitudes, both positive and negative, towards NAPLAN testing. At 
the extremes of those most likely or least likely to engage there are some commonalities. The 
majority of participant responses identified as less likely to engage with NAPLAN occur when 
both Framing and Classification are Stronger. Conversely, participant responses identified as 
most likely to engage with NAPLAN were located in a Weakly Classified and Weakly framed 
context. These results may work in tandem with the answers to the previous questions where 
teachers felt a lack of control, had no time, and knew other teachers who took little notice of 
NAPLAN. A Strongly Framed and Classified context features top-down administration of 
testing, control of time and resources in the hands of a select few individuals. In a climate of 
high-stakes and high-pressure on schools and teachers, these types of contexts may contribute 
to negative attitudes of teachers, and lack of engagement with high-stakes literacy tests. 
Placing teacher attitudes into school social control contexts allowed a detailed 
examination of the power structures inherent in these social settings. The findings of this 
research, and this research question specifically, have ramifications for school leadership 
 114 Chapter 7: Discussions and Conclusions 
culture in terms of approaches to NAPLAN testing. School control contexts are influential in 
determining the attitudes and approaches of teachers. Hardy (2015) reached similar conclusions 
when he conducted research with six different schools in Queensland. He interviewed teachers 
and school leaders, using a Bordieuian approach, examining the practices arising from strong 
policy pressure for improved student results. Hardy found that in all of these schools, despite 
teachers criticizing test preparation techniques, the pressures of the broader system meant that 
there was significant amounts of time and resources spent on improving student test results. 
This is an example of social control structures producing reductive effects on educators and 
educational systems. Hardy (2015) stressed that despite teacher efforts to minimise these 
effects, the overwhelming policy and political support and attention to the testing put educative 
logics at risk, leading to an economy of numbers, rather than an economy of learning. As 
previously mentioned in Chapter Two, teachers are under pressure to achieve results for – and 
sometimes on behalf of (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2011) their students. If these conditions 
and beliefs surrounding standardised testing breed resentment in teachers and students, as 
Doecke et al. (2002) suggest, the desire to use any data that may be obtained through these 
measures could be affected (Pierce & Chick, 2011; Valli & Buese, 2007). Thus, efforts must 
be made to ensure that the conditions around NAPLAN testing for teachers and students 
support productive rather than defensive pedagogies (Au, 2011; Jones & Egley, 2004; 
Kostogriz, 2012; Lingard, 2010).  
In the context of the results of this study, we can see commonalities forming in terms of 
the attitudes of teachers in Strongly Framed and Classified contexts. It is possible that these 
teachers’ attitudes and lack of engagement with NAPLAN testing may be affected by resistance 
to these social controls. If so, school leaders should take note of these results in order to 
promote better engagement and reflect on the social control methods used in their school 
contexts.  
This research focused on the use of Bernstein’s analytical tools of Classification and 
Framing, however, other Bernsteinian theories also shed light on the social control contexts of 
schools in their approaches to NAPLAN preparation and analysis. NAPLAN preparation in 
schools may also be viewed through the lens of Bernstein’s distributive rules, which mark and 
distribute who may transmit what to whom and under what conditions, attempting to set the 
outer limits of legitimate discourse (Bernstein, 2000). Classificaton and Framing sit underneath 
the rules of distribution, which are themselves part of the overarching Bernsteinian ‘pedagogic 
device’. Au (2008) analysed these rules in the context of high-stakes standardised testing in a 
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United States context, and argued that high-stakes tests reproduce inequalities in society 
through educational choices and practices. Taken in context of this research, a similar process 
may be in place within a school control context. The preparation of NAPLAN testing, 
reinforced by external pressures as outlined above and in Hardy (2015), may be reproducing a 
system of power which sees testing as the sole legitimate discourse of education. If the findings 
of this research are a guide, then this type of control system, Strongly Classified and Framed, 
will produce teachers who have negative attitudes towards and do not engage with NAPLAN. 
 
7.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS RESEARCH. 
The following section will discuss the significance of this research in terms of the field 
of literature, its use of theory and the significance of the methods used.  
7.3.1 Significance to the Field of Research 
The body of Literature has shown that high-stakes standardised testing has substantially 
changed the way education systems operate in various jurisdictions around the world, and this 
research is significant in its focus on the Australian context. Globally, various educational 
systems have implemented standardised testing in various ways, with both positive and 
negative consequences depending on the method (Belcastro & Boon, 2012; Jones, 2008; Jones 
& Egley, 2004; Klenowski, 2012; Sahlberg, 2011). In the Australian context, NAPLAN testing, 
while comparatively in its infancy, has reportedly already had several negative consequences 
(Anderson, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Harris et al., 2013; Lingard, 2010; Perso, 2011; 
Smolin & Clayton, 2009; Topsfield, 2013), and it is therefore appropriate that research is 
undertaken into high-stakes standardised testing in Australia in order to ensure that these 
negative consequences could be examined and be better understood. Teacher attitudes are 
incredibly important for promoting the success of any educational policy (Guskey, 2002; Pierce 
& Chick, 2011), and therefore this research was structured around determining teacher attitudes 
and intention to engage with NAPLAN. This research therefore provides a significant 
contribution in its study of the Australian context of teacher attitudes to high-stakes 
standardised testing.  
The findings of this research are significant in that they echo those of Pierce and Chick 
(2011), in that the statistical literacy of teachers is a fundamental contributor to engagement 
with NAPLAN. The findings of Johnson’s (2011) research also indicated that the 
English/Literacy teachers who participated in her study showed varying opinions towards the 
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value and validity of standardised literacy testing and results. Likewise, this research – also 
using English teachers as participants – does seem to indicate that English teachers do feel that 
while NAPLAN can be used as a diagnostic tool, they also feel that NAPLAN does not reflect 
what their students know, suggesting problems with construct irrelevance and construct 
underrepresentation when NAPLAN is conflated with the subject of English. The recurrence 
of these themes demonstrate a significant finding of this research. 
This research provides a significant contribution in its attempt to give context to attitudes 
of teachers. Where previous studies have examined teacher attitudes to standardised testing, 
very few have attempted to examine these attitudes in context. Of the few studies devoted to 
examining teacher attitudes towards NAPLAN, Pierce and Chick (2011) examined the use of 
and attitude towards statistics. Johnson (2011) examined teacher attitudes to value and validity 
of NAPLAN. Neither of these studies addressed how these attitudes were situated in their 
school and social contexts. By looking at some reported aspects of the school context, and 
examining the Classification of power of disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of 
pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation, this research has noted commonalities in teacher attitudes 
and the school context in which teachers are situated. This contextualisation of teacher attitudes 
in an Australian context is a significant contribution to the body of research.  
 
7.3.2 Significance to the Use of Theory 
This research is significant as it is the first time anyone has attempted to integrate the 
theories of social psychologist Icek Ajzen and sociologist Basil Bernstein. As this research 
examined not only teacher attitudes, but also the social contexts of these attitudes, this 
combination of theories was entirely appropriate, and yielded informative data.  
Bernstein’s Code Theory allowed this research to describe the Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. 
Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour allowed this research to detail teacher attitudes, but also 
to use these to predict varying levels of intention to engage.  As demonstrated, this context 
gave a rich picture of social pressures surrounding teacher attitudes, and enabled this research 
to show commonalities between participants from similar school contexts.  
The uses for combining Code Theory and the Theory of Planned Behaviour could be 
applied in other contexts. If educational policy’s success depends on uptake by teachers, 
understanding the conditions surrounding teacher attitudes is crucial to assist successful 
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implementation. Beyond education, understanding attitudes in specific contexts has many 
applications. These could range from health – understanding what pressures a patient feels in 
choosing healthcare providers and therapies, to corrective services – understanding how 
attitudes to police may reflect a given social context. This research therefore shows significance 
in its use of theory. 
 
7.3.3 Significance of Method 
This research is significant because of its method, due to the creation of a scale system 
for examining Classification and Framing, and the way it has used a mixed-method approach 
to analyse results from two different theoretical frameworks.  
In an attempt to represent the tension in participant accounts, this research has created a 
new way of representing Bernstein’s Code Theory with regards to Classification of power of 
disciplinary subjects and the Framing of control of pedagogy for NAPLAN preparation. 
Adapting the work of Parker (1994) and Exley et al. (2016), a single axis was created, with 
coded participant responses recorded above and below, allowing the researcher to summarise 
a given Classification and Framing for a participant. The creation and use of this axis displays 
the significance of the methods used in this research.  
While mixed-methods research is not a new approach in social science research, this 
research used both quantitative and qualitative processes to combine theories that had not 
previously been combined. The quantitative approach to analysing the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour had previously been used by many researchers, including by Pierce and Chick 
(2011) examining Teacher attitudes to NAPLAN. However, the use of quantitative methods to 
analyse participant responses to items based on Bernstein’s Code Theory would not have been 
appropriate. Bernstein’s theories are based in language, and the invisible codes inherent within. 
While there have been past incidences of quantitative or mixed-methods approaches to 
Bernstein’s work (Morais & Neves, 2010) analysis has predominantly been conducted via 
qualitative methods. Thus, individually each theory required separate analytical processes. This 
research is significant in its use of mixed methods research as this allowed the two theories to 
be used in tandem in order to produce rich data.  
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7.4 LIMITATIONS 
The scope of this research was limited to the study of English teachers, affiliated with 
the English Teachers Association of Queensland. As such, it does not include perspectives from 
teachers other than English, or teachers outside this association. This was a deliberate choice 
to enable a focus on aspects of the discipline area of Literacy, as framed through the opinions 
of English teachers. This method of recruitment also allowed for the possibility of a 
geographically diverse and context-diverse range of respondents.  
Another limitation of this research is in the lack of any participant demographic data 
collected by the questionnaire. This was intended partly to preserve the anonymity of 
participants, and partly because a study of the type of teachers reporting varying attitudes was 
outside the scope of this research, which instead focused on the surrounding school context.  
In collecting the data, a total of 31 participant samples were recorded, despite allowing a 
month’s extension in the data collection period. Of almost 500 members of the ETAQ, 31 
represents a small number of participants, which leads to representative validity issues, and a 
small sample size for a quantitative study. The participant sample in this research represents a 
limitation which has implications for the significance of the results presented. However, due to 
the mixed methods nature of this research, the qualitative analysis benefitted from a smaller 
number of participants.  
With regard to the qualitative phase of data collection and analysis, responses to open 
ended questions were sometimes as short as one-word answers, making gathering data difficult 
at times, representing a further limitation in this research.  
 
7.5 FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
There are numerous future directions for research that may stem from this study. To 
investigate context and attitude further, a case-study comparison of two differently classified 
and framed school settings may be able to provide more rich data on how social pressures relate 
to teacher attitudes. This case study would also be able to incorporate interviews with teachers 
and administrative staff to provide further insights into teacher attitudes. 
Arising from the results of the questionnaire into teacher attitudes, and following on from 
the work of Pierce and Chick (2011), future research into teacher statistical literacy is 
recommended. This research may focus on how teacher statistical literacy may be improved in 
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order to lower the barriers to engagement with high-stakes standardised testing. Additionally, 
research into teacher workloads and time management may also provide directions that assist 
in increasing teacher engagement with testing.  
 
7.6 CONCLUSION 
If the long history of high-stakes standardised testing is placed in the context of current 
practice, it is evident that testing will be a part of educational systems for a long time to come. 
It is then the responsibility of educators, academics, policy makers and stakeholders to ensure 
that the testing process is equitable, relevant and provides data which is used to increase 
educational outcomes in a manner which promotes good pedagogy and values the role of 
educators.  
This research found that the majority of participant responses identified as less likely to 
engage with NAPLAN occur when both Framing and Classification are Stronger. Conversely, 
participant responses identified as most likely to engage with NAPLAN were located in a 
Weakly Classified and Weakly framed context. This finding has relevance for teachers and 
school leadership to consider when determining pedagogical approaches towards NAPLAN 
preparation, in order to promote teacher engagement, and therefore the success of pedagogical 
approaches to NAPLAN. 
This research was an attempt to investigate teacher attitudes towards standardised testing 
and to examine the relationship between these attitudes and the school social control context. 
If the goal of having an equitable, relevant and informative testing regime is desirable, then 
ongoing research into the attitudes of those administering and educating for these tests is 
critical. It is hoped that this research and its findings may be used to contribute to the creation 
of this regime, leading to a future where high-stakes testing is able to be used positively to 
promote the education of students.  
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Appendix A 
Parker’s reconceptualization of Bernstein’s model (Parker, 1994, p. 59) 
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Appendix B 
Codebook used in analysing questionnaire data. 
 
KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
1 A1 NL_help_Grp_stud All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is helpful in grouping 
students. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral   
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
2 A2 NL_help_Plan_Inst All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is helpful in planning 
instruction. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
3 A3 NL_ID_weak_stud All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying 
weak students. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
4 A4 NL_IDtopics_attn All Numeric 
 
 
Ordinal NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying 
topics of the curriculum that need attention in 
our school. 
  
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
5 A5 NL_ID_misconceptions All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying 
students’ misconceptions. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
6 A6 NL_rflct_stud_udstnd All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing reflects what my students 
understand. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
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KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
7 A7 NL_ID_stud_know All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is useful for identifying 
students’ knowledge. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
8 A8 Impt_access_data All Numeric Ordinal I think that it is important that I have access to 
NAPLAN testing data from my own students. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
9 A9 SL_More_use_test All Numeric Ordinal I think my school should make more use of 
NAPLAN testing that it does now. 
  
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
10 A10 Prsnl_More_use_test All Numeric Ordinal I want to make more use of NAPLAN testing 
than I do now. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
11 A11 NL_not_rlvt 
 
All 
 
Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing is not directly relevant to my 
teaching. 
  
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
12 A12 NL_alrdy_know All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing doesn’t tell me anything that 
I don’t already know about my students. 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
13 A13 NL_not_rfl_stud_cap 
 
 
All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN testing doesn’t reflect my students’ 
capabilities. 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
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KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
14 SN1 Ldr_expct_analyse_rslts All Numeric Ordinal The leadership team at my school expect me to 
closely analyse my students NAPLAN results 
  
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
15 SN2 Prnts_xpct_fmlr_rslts All Numeric Ordinal Most of my students’ parents expect that I am 
familiar with their child’s NAPLAN result. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
16 SN3 Prnts_xpct_know_scl_rslt All Numeric Ordinal Most of my students’ parents expect that I 
have a working knowledge of our school’s 
NAPLAN results. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
17 SN4 T_ltl_ntce_NL_data All Numeric Ordinal Other teachers whom I respect take little 
notice of our school’s NAPLAN testing data 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
18 BC1 NL_rpts_easy All Numeric Ordinal NAPLAN reports are all easy to understand 1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
19 BC2 Have_accs_NL_data All Numeric Ordinal I have access to NAPLAN testing data in a 
form that allows me to get the results and 
analyses that I require. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
20 BC3 Have_NL-rpts All Numeric Ordinal I am given NAPLAN reports. 1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
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KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
21 BC4 NL_analy_easy All Numeric Ordinal I can easily analyse the NAPLAN testing data. 1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
22 BC5 Prnt_rept_easy All Numeric Ordinal 
 
 
The NAPLAN reports which parents receive 
are easy to understand. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
23 BC6 Tchr_rept_easy All Numeric Ordinal The NAPLAN reports which teachers at our 
school see are easy to understand. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
24 BC7 Udrst_stat_analy_NL-data All Numeric Ordinal I am confident that I understand the statistical 
analysis of NAPLAN data. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
25 BC8 Tchrs_udrst_NL_rpts All Numeric Ordinal Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics 
teachers, are able to understand the NAPLAN 
reports. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
26 BC9 Tchrs_udrst_stat_anal_NL_data All Numeric Ordinal Most secondary teachers, not just mathematics 
teachers, are able to understand the statistical 
analysis of NAPLAN data. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
27 BC10 Want_guid_intrpt_NL_data All Numeric Ordinal I wish I had guidance on how to interpret 
NAPLAN data. 
1 –Strongly Disagree 
2 – Disagree  
3 – Neutral  
4 – Agree  
5 – Strongly Agree 
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KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
28 BC11 Notime_NL_Data All Numeric Ordinal I don’t have enough time to study the 
NAPLAN data. 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
29 BC12 Unsure_how_NL_rpts All Numeric Ordinal I am not sure how to make sense of the 
NAPLAN reports. 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
30 BC13 Unsure_NLdata_teach All Numeric Ordinal I am not sure how to use NAPLAN data to 
inform my teaching of a particular topic. 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 – Agree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Disagree 
5 – Strongly Disagree 
31 C1 Scl_Prep_NL All  String None How does your school prepare for NAPLAN 
testing? 
++ Classified  
+ Classified  
- Classified  
-- Classified  
 
32 C2 Who_Rspn_NL_prep All String None Who is responsible for NAPLAN preparation 
at your school? 
++ Classified  
+ Classified  
- Classified  
-- Classified  
 
33 F1 Tchr_ctrl_NL_prep All String None How much control do individual teachers have 
over NAPLAN preparation? 
++ Framed  
+ Framed  
- Framed  
-- Framed  
 
34 F2 Admn_ctrl_NL_prep All String None How much control does the administration 
have over NAPLAN preparation? 
++ Framed  
+ Framed  
- Framed  
-- Framed  
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KSQ 
No. 
Variable 
Code 
Variable Label Respondents Type Level of 
Measurement 
Question Form Indicators 
35 F3 Howget_NL_rslt All String None When NAPLAN results are published, how are 
these results relayed to you? 
++ Framed  
+ Framed  
- Framed  
-- Framed  
 
36 C3 Dept_coop_NL All String None How much do different departments in your 
school work together for NAPLAN? 
++ Classified  
+ Classified 
- Classified  
-- Classified  
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Appendix C 
Mean scores for participant responses to Items A1-13, on the subscale of attitude 
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Appendix D 
Mean scores for participant responses to the subscale of Subjective Norms 
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Appendix E 
Mean scores for participant responses to Items A1-13, on the subscale of attitude 
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Appendix F 
Mean scores of participant intention to Engage with NAPLAN testing 
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Appendix G 
Coding Device for Items C1, C2, C3, F1, F2, F3, adapted from Hoadley (2005) 
 
 
 
 
Item C1 - Interdisciplinary relations (between subject areas)  
The extent to which reference is made to the practice of different subject areas in a school’s preparation for NAPLAN.  
Item C1  --C -C +C ++C 
In describing 
how the 
school 
prepares for 
NAPLAN, 
participant 
responses 
detail: 
 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
All departments are equally 
responsible, or have a whole-
school approach to 
NAPLAN.  
Departments apart from English 
are also responsible  
English departments are mostly 
responsible 
English department is solely 
responsible, or is the only 
department discussed as being 
responsible 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Phrases are used such as 
‘Whole school approach’  
OR 
 Preparation consists of 
testing for familiarity with 
NAPLAN format only. 
 Only Staff Professional 
Development 
 Substantial referencing of 
interactions between subject 
areas other than English  
 Other subject areas may be 
referenced, but meaning is clear 
that responsibility for coordination 
lies with the English department 
 There is very little or no 
referencing of other subject areas 
Item C2 - Relations between roles  
The extent to which relationships are defined and specialised in regards to responsibility for NAPLAN preparation, and the strength of the definition of these roles. 
Item C2  --C -C +C ++C 
In describing 
who is 
responsible for 
NAPLAN 
preparation, 
the participant 
describes a 
situation where 
responsible 
roles are: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
Very unbounded Quite unbounded Quite Bounded Very bounded 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Everyone is equally 
responsible.  
 Responsibility is distributed 
between many staff members 
 There are several main roles 
identified as responsible, however, 
there is some distributed 
responsibility 
 One or two clearly defined roles 
with clear responsibilities.  
 144 Appendices 
 
 
 
Item C3 – Inter-Disciplinary Cooperation (Between Subject Areas) 
The extent to which reference is made to cooperation between subjects in preparing for NAPLAN testing 
Item C3  --C -C +C ++C 
In describing 
different 
departments 
work 
together for 
NAPLAN, 
participant 
responses 
detail: 
 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
All departments cooperate in 
preparing for NAPLAN.  
Some departments apart from 
English cooperate in preparing for 
NAPLAN. 
English department is mostly 
responsible for NAPLAN preparation 
with little cooperation from other 
departments 
There is no cooperation from other 
departments other than English. 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Phrases are used such as 
‘Whole school approach’, or 
‘all departments’ cooperate.  
 
 Substantial referencing of 
cooperation between subject 
areas other English 
 Other subject areas may be 
referenced, but meaning is clear 
that responsibility for coordination 
lies with English department 
 There is very little or no 
referencing of cooperation from 
other subject areas 
Item F1 - Control of Selection, Sequencing and Pace of Teachers over NAPLAN preparation 
The extent to which teacher and administration have control over the selection, sequencing, and pacing of NAPLAN delivery 
Item F1  --F -F +F ++F 
In describing 
how much 
control an 
individual 
teacher has 
over 
NAPLAN 
preparation,  
participant 
responses 
detail: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
Teachers have little control Teachers have some control Mostly controlled by teachers Always or almost always controlled by 
teachers 
Example 
from the 
data 
 The selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge 
of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is almost always 
determined by the 
administration. Teachers 
are rarely able to prepare 
students for NAPLAN in 
their own way.  
 The selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is determined by the 
administration most of the time. 
On a few occasions teachers are 
able to vary preparation 
according to learner needs. 
 Teachers have the opportunity to 
vary the selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting some of the time. Some 
teacher suggestions are accepted, 
or administration alters selection 
according to teacher input 
 Teachers often make decisions 
around the selection of 
approaches, preparation 
techniques and knowledge of 
NAPLAN and data reporting. They 
are given opportunities to 
determine the nature of NAPLAN 
preparation delivery. 
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Item F2 - Control of Selection, Sequencing and Pace of Administration over NAPLAN preparation. 
The extent to which teacher and administration have control over the selection, sequencing, and pacing of NAPLAN delivery 
Item F2  --F -F +F ++F 
In describing 
how much 
control 
administration 
has over 
NAPLAN 
preparation,  
participant 
responses 
detail: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
Administration has little 
control 
Administration has some control Mostly controlled by the administration Always or almost always controlled by 
the administration 
Example 
from the 
data 
 Teachers often make 
decisions around the 
selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and 
data reporting. They are 
given opportunities to 
determine the nature of 
NAPLAN preparation 
delivery.  
 Teachers have the 
opportunity to vary the 
selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting some of the time. 
Some teacher suggestions are 
accepted, or administration 
alters selection according to 
teacher input.  
 The selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is determined by the 
administration most of the time. 
On a few occasions teachers are 
able to vary preparation according 
to learner needs. 
 The selection of approaches, 
preparation techniques and 
knowledge of NAPLAN and data 
reporting is almost always 
determined by the administration. 
Teachers are rarely able to 
prepare students for NAPLAN in 
their own way.  
Item F3 - Evaluative Rules about NAPLAN data 
The extent to which teacher and administration have control of evaluative knowledge pertaining to meaning of concepts and principles and 
their appropriate realisation in terms of NAPLAN data reporting and results. 
Item F3  --F -F +F ++F 
In describing 
how 
NAPLAN 
results are 
relayed to 
them,  
participant 
responses 
detail: 
Verbal 
Descriptor 
NAPLAN results are 
unavailable, or not given, or are 
very implicit, and it is very 
unclear as to how to interpret 
and/or what to do with the data.  
NAPLAN results are available, but not 
given, or are implicit, and it is unclear 
as to how to interpret and/or what to do 
with the data.  
NAPLAN results are available to them, 
or made explicit, and include quite clear 
instructions on interpretation and/or 
what to do with the data.  
NAPLAN results are given to 
them, or made explicit, and include 
very clear instructions on 
interpretation and/or what to do 
with the data.  
Example 
from the 
data 
 Generally the administration 
does not provide NAPLAN data. 
Very little or no attempt is made 
to make requirements for 
interaction with the data. 
Teachers are unclear as to how 
to proceed or proceed in any 
manner they choose.  
 NAPLAN data is available, or teachers 
are made aware of its publication, but 
no explanation or interpretation is 
given, or this is unclear or left to the 
teacher. Administration may make 
statements about interaction with data, 
but these are often unclear or not 
articulated. Some ambiguity as to what 
should be done and how it should be 
done exists.  
 Most of the time the administration 
makes NAPLAN data available in an 
explicit and clear manner, (either in 
staff meeting, hard copy or by email). 
The data is given some explanation, and 
some interpretation is provided. 
Administration may make statements 
of desired approaches to interacting 
with the data, but there may be some 
things that remain implicit.  
 Administration always or almost 
always makes the NAPLAN data 
available through exposition 
(perhaps in staff meeting, hard 
copy, or by email). The data is 
explicitly defined and explained, 
and interpretation is provided. 
Administration makes it clear 
exactly what to do with the data.  
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Appendix H 
Summary Table of Coded Participant Responses to open-ended questions 
 
# C1 C2 C3 F1 F2 F3 Classification Framing 
1 +C --C ++C ++F ++F +F +C,--C,++C ++F,++F,+F 
2 -C -C  --F   -C,-C --F 
4 --C +C  --F -F -F --C,+C --F,-F,-F 
6 +C --C --C ++F ++F +F +C,--C,--C ++F,++F,+F 
7 +C +C --C -F +F -F +C,+C,--C -F,+F,-F 
8 --C --C --C --F --F +F --C,--C,--C --F,--F,+F 
10 --C ++C  ++F  ++F --C,++C ++F,++F 
11 --C ++C  ++F ++F -F --C,++C ++F,++F,-F 
12 ++C +C ++C ++F ++F -F ++C,+C,++C ++F,++F,-F 
13 --C ++C  +F +F ++F --C,++C +F,+F,++F 
14 -C --C ++C -F  -F -C,--C,++C -F,-F 
15 -C ++C ++C --F --F -F -C,++C,++C --F,--F,-F 
16 --C --C -C --F --F -F --C,--C,-C --F,--F,-F 
17 --C --C ++C --F --F --F --C,--C,++C --F,--F,--F 
18 ++C +C ++C ++F ++F ++F ++C,+C,++C ++F,++F,++F 
19 --C -C +C -F -F +F --C,-C,+C -F,-F,+F 
20 -C ++C ++C --F --F -F -C,++C,++C --F,--F,-F 
21 --C -C --C --F --F +F --C,-C,--C --F,--F,+F 
22 --C ++C ++C -F -F -F --C,++C,++C -F,-F,-F 
23 +C ++C  ++F ++F --F +C,++C ++F,++F,--F 
24 -C -C ++C ++F ++F  -C,-C,++C ++F,++F 
25 ++C -C ++C -F ++F ++F ++C,-C,++C -F,++F,++F 
26 --C -C -C ++F ++F ++F --C,-C,-C ++F,++F,++F 
27 -C +C  -F ++F +F -C,+C -F,++F,+F 
28 ++C -C ++C -F ++F +F ++C,-C,++C -F,++F,+F 
29 -C -C ++C ++F ++F --F -C,-C,++C ++F,++F,--F 
30 -C -C +C ++F ++F +F -C,-C,+C ++F,++F,+F 
31 --C --C --C -F -F ++F --C,--C,--C -F,-F,++F 
32 --C +C  -F -F ++F --C,+C -F,-F,++F 
34 --C --C --C -F +F ++F --C,--C,--C -F,+F,++F 
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Appendix I 
Record of Ethics Approval 
Ethics application - approved - 1500000254 
QUT Research Ethics Unit 
Fri 12/06/2015, 10:18 
Beryl Exley;  
Judy Smeed; 
Samuel Simpson Reeves; 
Janette Lamb 
 
Dear A/Prof Beryl Exley and Mr Samual Simpson Reeves 
 
Project Title:  High Stakes Behaviours: A case study of English teacher 
perceptions of high-stakes standardised testing within the classification 
and framing of a school context 
 
 
Ethics Category:         Human - Low Risk 
Approval Number:     1500000254 
Approved Until:           12/06/2016 (subject to receipt of satisfactory 
progress reports) 
 
We are pleased to advise that your application has been reviewed and 
confirmed as meeting the requirements of the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research. 
 
I can therefore confirm that your application is APPROVED.  
If you require a formal approval certificate please advise via reply email. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Please ensure you and all other team members read through and understand 
all UHREC conditions of approval prior to commencing any data collection:  
>  Standard: Please see attached or go to 
http://www.orei.qut.edu.au/human/stdconditions.jsp 
>  Specific:   None apply 
 
Decisions related to low risk ethical review are subject to ratification at 
the next available UHREC meeting.  You will only be contacted again in 
relation to this matter if UHREC raises any additional questions or 
concerns. 
 
Whilst the data collection of your project has received QUT ethical 
clearance, the decision to commence and authority to commence may be 
dependent on factors beyond the remit of the QUT ethics review process. For 
example, your research may need ethics clearance from other organisations 
or permissions from other organisations to access staff. Therefore the 
proposed data collection should not commence until you have satisfied these 
requirements. 
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Variations 
For variations, please complete and submit an online variation form 
athttp://www.research.qut.edu.au/ethics/forms/hum/var/variation.jsp You 
need a variation form for changes including, but not limited to research 
team members; participants; data collection instruments, methods and sites; 
participant information and consent processes; and timelines (extension).   
 
Health and Safety Assessment 
If your research will be conducted off campus you will need to fill out a 
Health and Safety assessment and return it to Donna Gibson 
(donna.gibson@qut.edu.au). If you do not feel that your research requires 
this assessment please speak directly with Donna. 
 
Please don't hesitate to contact us if you have any queries. 
 
We wish you all the best with your research. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Janette Lamb on behalf of Chair UHREC 
Office of Research Ethics & Integrity 
Level 4   |   88 Musk Avenue   |   Kelvin Grove 
p: +61 7 3138 5123 
e: ethicscontact@qut.edu.au 
w: http://www.orei.qut.edu.au 
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Appendix J 
Sample Recruitment Email 
 
 
 
Subject Title:  
Participate in a research study looking into teacher perceptions of high-stakes standardised testing.  
 
Dear colleagues 
 
My name is Sam Simpson Reeves from the School of Education at QUT and I’m conducting research for my 
master degree into teacher perceptions of high-stakes standardised testing, with a particular focus on NAPLAN.   
 
If you’d like to help me in this study I’m looking for teachers of high school English to complete a 15 minute 
online questionnaire. 
 
This survey will be open for four weeks beginning from 01/09/2015. Further details on the study and how to 
participate can be found by clicking on the following link: 
 
 http://survey.qut.edu.au/f/184989/5d8e/ 
  
If you have any questions, please contact me, or my supervisor, Associate Professor Beryl Exley via email.  
 
Please note that this study has been approved by the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee (approval number 
1500000254). 
 
Many thanks for your consideration of this request. 
 
 
Sam Simpson Reeves 
Master Student  
samuel.reeves@hdr.qut.edu.au 
 
Beryl Exley 
Associate Professor 
b.exley@qut.edu.au  
 
School of Education 
Queensland University of Technology 
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Appendix K 
Sample Questionnaire Consent Form 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
– Questionnaire – 
High-Stakes Behaviours:  
A case study of English teacher perceptions of high-stakes standardised 
testing within the classification and framing of a school context 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1500000254 
 
RESEARCH TEAM   
Principal 
Researcher: 
Principal 
Supervisor:  
Secondary 
Supervisor:  
Sam Simpson Reeves, HDR Master’s Student, QUT  
Associate Professor Beryl Exley, QUT 
Dr Judy Smeed, QUT 
 
DESCRIPTION 
This project is being undertaken as part of a Master of Education degree for Sam Simpson 
Reeves under the supervision of Beryl Exley and Judy Smeed at QUT.   
   
The purpose of this project is to examine teacher accounts of their attitudes towards high-
stakes standardised testing, and to examine how these attitudes are formed.  
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are a current member of the English 
Teachers Association of Queensland, and have a background in teaching English in a high-
school context.  
 
This survey will be open for four weeks beginning from XX/XX/XX 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Participation will involve completing a 36 item anonymous questionnaire with Likert scale 
answers (strongly agree – strongly disagree) and open ended questions that will take 
approximately 20 minutes of your time. Questions will include: Who is responsible for 
NAPLAN testing at your school, how much control does the administration have over NAPLAN 
preparation, and how does your school prepare for NAPLAN testing?  
 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you agree to participate you do not 
have to complete any question(s) you are uncomfortable answering. Your decision to 
participate or not participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship 
with QUT or with the English Teachers Association of Queensland. If you do agree to 
participate you can withdraw from the project without comment or penalty. However as the 
questionnaire is anonymous once it has been submitted it will not be possible to withdraw. 
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EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project will not directly benefit you. However, it may benefit the body 
of knowledge around standardised testing, and the researcher by increasing research 
experience. 
 
RISKS 
The only risk of participating in this research is one of inconvenience to you due to the time 
required to complete the questionnaire. 
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially unless 
required by law. The names of individual persons are not required in any of the responses. 
 
Any data collected as part of this project will be stored securely as per QUT’s Management of 
research data policy. 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
 
Submitting the completed online questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your consent 
to participate in this project. 
 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
If have any questions or require further information please contact one of the research team 
members below. 
 
Name – Sam Simpson Reeves 
Email - Samuel.reeves@hdr.qut.edu.au  
 
 
Name - Associate Professor Beryl Exley 
Email - b.exley@qut.edu.au  
 
 
 
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project 
you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Unit on 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the research 
project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner. 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please print this sheet for your 
information. 
 
 
Click here to begin the survey 
 
